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Cases Reported this Week. 


Commissioners of Inland Revenue v. Burrell... 

Commissioners of Inland Revenue v. Doncaster 

In re Gardner: Ellis v. Ellis 

Macdonald & Co. v. Nash & Co. 

Michael Abrahams, Sons & Co. v. Buckley = 

The British Thomson- Houston C a Es Limited v. Sterling 
Accessories Limited... 





Current Topics. 


Payments in Lunacy Cases. 

WE ARE INFORMED by the Supreme Court Pay Office that 
arrangements have been made whereby evidence of the lives of 
Receivers and Patients in Lunacy cases is no longer required 
for periodical payments of dividends. to Receivers or their 
bankers. 


The Easter Cause Lists. 

TuE Lists for the Sittings which have just commenced do not 
show any great variation as compared with the Hilary Cause 
Lists. The number of appeals is almost the same—134 against 
135 in January. Of the present appeals, seven are Workmen’s 
Compensation Cases. A year ago the total appeals were 126, 
with 18 Workmen’s cases. In the Chancery Division the number 
of matters is 283; in January it was 300 and a year ago 351 ; 
and there is a drop in the Winding-up business, the corresponding 
figures being 97, 113 and 123. Bankruptcy appeals are now 
taken in this Division and add another 22 matters, five of which 
are for a Divisional Court and 17 for a single judge. Of course, 
Revenue cases should be taken in the Chancery Division as well. 
The King’s Bench Division shows an increase of work—992 as 
against 871 last Sittings and 563 a year ago. Of the 992 matters, 
131 are before the Divisional Court and 861 are actions. The 
work of the Divorce Court is slightly up—700 as against 623 in 
January and 620 last Easter, but these are very much less than 
the swollen figures—at one time nearly 3,000—of some three 
years ago. Part of the work is Probate, but the officials in charge 
of the lists are still unable to distinguish between Probate and 
Divorce. And yet they can distinguish the Admiralty figures. 


An Appreciation of Lord Hewart by Lord Birkenhead. 
Lorp BirKENHEAD, in the Sunday Times, has very quickly 
followed his sketch of Lord BuckMasTER, and his earlier sketch 
of Lord HaLpang, by an appreciation in the issue of 27th April 
of the Lord Chief Justice. It is, like the previous sketches, 
laudatory, and it is obvious that in a series of articles such as 
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Lord BirKENHEAD is writing, it is necessary that he should select 
subjects on whose careers he can write without giving offence. 
He says that he has consistently attempted to avoid excessive 
praise, and this may be so ; but it is because he has been happy 
in his selection that the praises he bestows do not seem to be 
excessive. And so it is with Lord Hewart. Starting, like Sir 
Henry Dvke, from the Press Gallery of the House of Commons, 
Gorpon Hewarrt saw his way to entering at the Bar, and a 
training in his own county of Lancashire led by natural steps— 
natural, that is, for one of his talents, industry, and geniality— 
to a leading practice in London, to a Parliamentary career, 
to the position of Law Officer, and finally to the great office 
which he now holds. Lord Brmkenneap calls him “a very 
lovable and a very human creature.” It is not for us to express 
an opinion in words like that, but we have no doubt they are 
well deserved. As in the case of Lord BuckMasTER last week, 
we take the liberty to reproduce on another page Lord 
BIRKENHEAD’S appreciation of Lord Hewarr as a judge. 


The Dismissed Irish Judges : a Scots Parallel. 


A curious Scottish precedent exists for the action of the 
Irish Free State in giving notice of dismissal, as from 28th May, 
to the present members of the Irish Supreme Court; whether 
these judges will be re-appointed or not, of course, no one on this 
side of St. George’s Channel can guess. In 1660, after the 
Royalist Restoration, all the English judges in Scotland were at 
once dismissed; and, we believe, not one was re-appointed. 
These had been appointed by CromwELL after his conquest of 
Scotland, and were technically Commissioners of the new Scottish 
Circuit deriving their commission from the Protector as exercising 
royal powers in England. They introduced the English Common 
Law into Scotland, but not the system of Equity, for the Long 
Parliament had abolished that, nor was it restored in England 
until 1662, when Lord Chancellor CLARENDON resumed the old 
functions of a judge in chancery. Naturally, Scottish opinion 
was adverse, and when the Scottish Estates (anglicé Parliament) 
met in 1660 to decree the Restoration in Scotland, they immedi- 
ately demanded, and received, the royal direction to dismiss the 
English judges. The decisions of these judges are decisions on 
English law, although—curiously enough—they are never now 
cited in English courts. 


The Repeal of Inhabited House Duty. 


THE MATTERS in the Budget of chief legal interest are the 
abolition of Inhabited House Duty and the proposal to re- 
introduce the Delivery of Particulars. The repeal of the 
Corporation Profits Tax and the McKenna Duties, and the 
lowering of the Entertainments Duty are matters of economic 
rather than legal interest, and on the maintenance of income tax 
at 4s. 6d. in the £ we do not here express any opinion. No one 
seems to have expected any change and in that sense no one is 
disappointed. But Inhabited House Duty has played a con- 
spicuous part both on the statute book and in the courts. It is 
described by Mr. SNELLING in the useful book which he wrote on 
it recently (Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons, Ltd.—unfortunately, not 
dated) as the part-result of the long groping towards a tax on 
income. In 1778, he says, largely at the suggestion of ADAM 
Smirx, in the Wealth of Nations, a tax was imposed on houses, 
varying according to the annual rent. For a good many years 
the window tax and the tax according to annual values continued 
in force together, but from 1834 to 1850 the window tax alone 
existed. The house tax was re-introduced by the House Tax 
Act, 1851, the assessment being based on the provisions of the 
earlier Acts ranging from 1803 to 1832. At the same time the 
window tax was finally repealed. There have been numerous 
statutory variations since 1851 relating to Inhabited House Duty, 
and new regulations as to appeals were included in last year’s 
Finance Act. The rules for assessing the duty are mainly con- 
tained in Schedule B to the House Tax Act, 1808, and difficult 
questions have arisen as to when a house or part of a house is 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 









a ‘ei i) cle b Le £ 7 
Ce RG, See, > EO ee 
ae 





May 3,1 
on a building let in separate tenements is 4.-G. v. Mutual Tq 
Westminster Chambers Association, 1 Ex. D. 469; and Westm 
School v. Reith, 1915, A.C. 259, illustrates the points which} 

arisen as to the component parts of extensive school buildigy 
The sweeping away of ail these statutes aad decisions will m 
a substantial reduction in the volume of the law, but they: 
remain on record for the use of a future Chancellor of 
Exchequer who wishes to revive the tax. S 


The Revival of “ Particulars Delivered.” yy 
For THE PROPOSALS as to land valuation show that there; 
no finality in taxation. The history of the Increment Value Daj 
and other Land Duties and of the Valuation Department, whig) 
was founded to administer them, is too recent to require je 
capitulation. They were introduced by the Finance Act, 191 
and it was speedily found that the ingenuity of the draftemay Judge A 
in defining gross value, and full site value, and all the other valu 
which were required in working out assessments had resulted) 
in unsurmountable practical difficulties. Increment Valy 
Duty was finally killed by the sarcasms of Lord Movuutog 
in the Lumsden Case, 1914, A.C. 877,916; and Ecclesiastigg 
Commissioners v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, 1919, 2 KB. 
67, showed that the provisions as to Reversion Duty 
gone wrong. So the duties were withdrawn by the Finang! 
Act, 1920, though, in order to keep the Valuation Department! 
alive, the Delivery of Particulars was continued. It wih 
be fresh in our readers’ recollection how last year 
also were got rid of by the introduction into the Finance Bil 
of a clause—s. 38 in the Finance Act, 1923—moved by Sir) 
WixuraM Butt, Mr..R. C. Nessirt, and Mr. Dennis HEeRBern 







































In view of the repeal of the duties, the functions of the Land Ir 1s 
Valuation Department were reduced to making valuations for 3 funds ca 
various Government Departments, and we have recognized 9 jhem int 
that this is work which requires to be done, and for which it may 3 of capit 
be useful to employ a separate department instead of having TM jncome-t 
different valuers for the War Office, the Post Office, and so on; to super 
and we believe that municipal corporations and other local 9% in Blott’ 
bodies have availed themselves of the services of the Valuation # of the o 
Office. The present proposal is to restore to the Valuation Hi} was held 
Office the information afforded by the Delivery of Particular, 3 of Sanx 
“In the view of the Government,” said the Chancellor of the M1, a « 
Exchequer in his Budget speech, “‘the Land Valuation Office 3 jndge’s 
should be a strong one, and the Government valuer should not be i stream « 
deprived of any sources of information which may be of value.” i enlarged 
Of course, if the valuation officers were practising surveyors and passon 
land agents, they would get the necessary knowledge in the J the Cow 
course of their practice. The object of particulars is to give” pat the 
them the knowledge which cannot thus be obtained. Whethet 3 of asses 
this is a good reason for reviving particulars we need not DoW @™ holders | 
discuss. One thingisclear. The cost of the Delivery of Partick to capit 
lars, being incurred for a public purpose, should be borne by the i fund of 
Government, and not by the class who happen to have dealings i last-yea 
inland. Whether the present proposal is a prelude to the revival HM to supe 
of the Land Duties we must wait for the future to show. povert 
Autrefois Convict and Habitual Criminals. ia Ialen 
Tue Court of Criminal Appeal has reserved its decision in the 9% j993, 9 
extraordinarily difficult case of Rex v. Norman, Times, 29th April, suggest 
referred to a full court (thirteen judges) because of its intricacy reporte 
by the normal court, so that no comment of ours on the pout HR as 9 ox 
would be suitable. The character of the problem raised, however, #% declarat 
may be shortly indicated. Put.in a nutshell it is simply this: 9% which ¢ 
Is the ordinary plea of Autrefois Conwict available to a mam % ip thei 





charged with the statutory offence (under the Prevention of 
Crimes Act, 1908, s. 10- (2) ) of being an “habitual criminal”? 
This is a special statwtory crime which is committed when & 
person satisfies three conditions precedent: (1) he has been” 
convicted of a crime, let us call it the immediate crime, for which f 
he has been sentenced to penal servitude; (2) he has three” 
previous convictions for indictable offences; (3) he has been” 













a separate unit for assessment. Perhaps the best known case 


persistently leading a criminal life, or has been previously con-— 













es an habitual criminal. There are two other conditions 
srecedent, which, however, are merely procedural, namely that 
s consent of the Director of Public Prosecutio.s has been 











will ae iven to laying this charge, and (2) notice of the “ grounds ” on 
t they gimme “ persistency ” in crime is alleged has been given the 
lor of th prisoner. The question which arises in Rex v. Norman, supra, is 


‘whether, when a prisoner has been convicted of the immediate 
qrime,andis charged with being an habitual criminal on the grounds 
af (1) three previous convictions, or (2) his previous conviction 
gsan “habitual criminal,” the jury are bound to find him guilty 
“automatically,” t.e., on mere proof of those matters, and are 
not at liberty to consider the question, in the light of any evidence 
brought by the prisoaer, whether he may not have reformed since 
then. In Rex v. Norman, supra, tried at the Old Bailey before 
Jadge Arnertey Jones last November, that learned judge 
directed the jury that they must in these circumstances convict 
“sutomatically ” without hearing or considering further evidence 
at the prisoner’s recent criminological history. The contention 
against thisis that the statute contemplates a new crime of habitual 
qiminality each time the prisoner is charged with that statutory 
ofience ; for by the principles of the Common Law, if the same 
facts are sufficient to justify a conviction, the principle of 

fois Convict, .e., Nemo debet bis vexari, would be implicitly 
overruled. This, the defence contends, cannot be done by a 
BB statute unless it does so in express terms. Therefore, the new 
r 5 ie facts, since the last conviction, must be part of the charge and 
must be open to consideration by the jury. 


Division of Assets in Winding-up and Super-tax. 


Iris new familiar law that a company can deal with the 
funds carried from profits to reserve in such a way as to convert 
them into capital and let them reach the shareholders in the form 
of capital and not of income. They have, of course, borne 
income-tax in the hands of the company, but they are not liable 
to super-tax in the hands of the shareholder. This was settled 
in Blott’s Case, 1921, 2 A.C. 171. But an interesting example 
of the opposite result—where, that is, a distribution of assets 
was held to be a payment of profits—was afforded by the decision 
of Sanxey, J., in Pool v. Guardian Investment Co., 1922, 1 K.B. 
M47, a case which can be usefully referred to for the learned 
jadge’s metaphor of the reservoir of capital. The outflowing 
stream of profits may be put back into the reservoir, which is 



























alue.” tilarged for that purpose, so as to become capital; or may 
8 and passon to the shareholder asincome. But in Blott’s Case, when in 
a the HE the Court of Appeal, 1920, 2 K.B. 657, Scrutron, L.J., at p. 675, 
GV Ee put the case of a company which is liquidated during the year 
es of assessment and the following sums are returned to the share- 
DOW @ holders by the liquidator : (1) their original capital ; (2) accretions 
thew to capital due to increase in the value of assets ; (3) the reserve 
y the HH find of undivided profits ; and (4) the undivided profits of the 
lings last-year of assessment. None of these, he said, will be liable 
vival HF to super-tax. They are not ircome from property, but the 
Eererty itself in the course of division. This, as put by the 
! judge, was only hypothetical, but the actual case arose 
the in Inland Revenue Commissioners v. Burrell, before Row.atr, J., 
i 1923, 2 K.B. 478, and was decided by him in accordance with the 
Be Megestion of Scrutrroy, L.J., and the Court of Appeal, as 
a Teported on another page, have taken the same view. So soon 
% 8 company goes into liquidation, any possibility of the 
te laration of a dividend ceases. The property is all one mass 
aa which the liquidator has to divide among the shareholders, and 
of in their hands no part of it can be identified as income and 
oe made liable to super-tax. 
sn My The Extension of Electricity Generating Stations. 
ich @  Aecision oF great importance to local authorities responsible 
ee fj {or the supply of electricity has incidentally illustrated a some- 
an recondite meaning of the word “extend”: see Attorney- 
D- v. Ealing Corporation, Times, 15th inst. The defendant 
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Electricity Commissioners to an arrangement made with another 
corporation, with a view to increasing the capacity of their 
generating station, overcame the difficulty by removing some old 
and inefficient plant from their generating station and substituting 
plant of greater capacity. The substituted plant, however, 
occupied less space than that which had been removed. The 
Crown sought a declaration that the corporation was not entitled 
to make this extension, having regard to ss. 11 and 36 of the 
Electricity (Supply) Act, 1919. Section 11 prohibits the extension 
of an existing generating station without the consent of the 
Electricity Commissioners, and, by s. 36, the expression 
“ generating station ” is defined as: “* Any station for generating 
electricity, including any buildings and plant used for the purpose, 
and the site thereof, and a site intended to be used for a generating 
station, but does not include any station for transforming, 
converting, or distributing electricity.” It was held that the 
Crown was entitled to the declaration, the main object of the Act 
being to secure efficiency and economy in the supply of electricity, 
and that it not merely prohibited an extension in size, but also in 

capacity. This meaning of the word “ extension,” as applied to 

mechanical contrivances, is clearly in accordance with the advance 

of science, and if the court had taken a different view it seems 

that the functions of the Electricity Commissioners would have 

been stultified. For, as Romer, J., said in the course of his 
judgment: “ The object of the 11th section of the Act would 
seem to be to ensure that the Electricity Commissioners, in 
determining the constitution of the districts, and in settling the 
improvement scheme, are not embarrassed or hindered by the 

















Corporation, having failed to obtain the necessary consent of the 
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establishment of new or the extension of existing generating 
stations without their consent.’ This object would be largely 
frustrated if any authorised undertaker could, without the 
consent of the Commissioners, materially increase the capacity of 
his generating station.” 


A Coroner for Sixty-two Years. 


Dr. SAMUEL CRADDOCK, the well-known coroner for North-East 
Somersetshire, has announced his intention to retire immediately, 
having reached his ninety-first year. He was first appointed a 
deputy-coroner in 1862, and five years later the freeholders of 
Somerset elected him coroner. Subsequently the appointment 
of coroners was transferred from the freeholders of the county to 
the county council, but the old qualification—that a coroner 
must himself be one of the county freeholders—is still in force, 
although in practice it is purely nominal, since every coroner, 
after selection, is given a sufficient interval before appointment 
to acquire some trivial interest in a piece of local freehold pro- 
perty. The coroner’s court and office are the only ones in our 
judicial system which date back to the Anglo-Saxon era. . The 
King’s judges came in with the Norman conquest ; justices of the 
peace date only from Edward III; and county court judges we 
owe to the versatile energy of Lord Chancellor BroucHam. 
Recorders were officers of boroughs from the earliest times, but, 
like the town clerks, their functions as lawyers cannot be traced 
beyond the Norman period. 





There is good reason, says The Times under ‘‘ Commercial 
Notes,’’ 27th April, to believe that in future the various British 
commercial bodies interested in the discussion of maritime law 

uestions of international importance will give full support to 
the Comité Maritime International, the headquarters of which are 
at Brussels. This really represents a reversal to the practice 
followed before the war. f recent years the Maritime Law 
Committee of the International Law Association has taken a lead 
in the consideration of international maritime problems, and the 
existence and activities of these two bodies may have seemed 
somewhat confusing to the large numbers of business men who 
were not thoroughly familiar with their respective constitutions. 
It would certainly seem simpler that one body should focus the 
views of representative commercial organizations, and the 
ge y which the Comité Maritime International 
this function before the war was found to work very satisfactorily. 
Its constitution includes a British National Committee, which 
ensures that British interests shall be fully represented. 
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Reestitutio in I[ntegrum in Cases of 
Frustrated Performance. 


AN instructive sidelight on an important branch of Commercial 
Law is furnished by the decision of the House of Lords in the 
recent Scots appeal of Cantiare San Rocco, S.A. v. Clyde Ship- 


building and Engineering: Company, Limited, 1924, A.C. 226. J 


The case is concerned with an exception to a familiar rule of 
law, namely, that in cases where a contract is, without default of 
either party, terminated by subsequent impossibility neither 
provided for nor contemplated by the contract, both parties are 
left in the position in which they are at the date of frustration, 
i.e., each is excused from further performance but bound by 
part performance under the contract. The exception arises in 
the rare case when the effect of frustration is to justify rescissio ab 
initio of a partially executed contract. In such a case the parties 
are entitled to restitutio in integrum, whenever that is possible, 
and each will be compelled to repay moneys partly paid under the 
terms of the rescinded contract: Chendler v. Webster, 1904, 
1 K.B. 493. In that case, which was one of the celebrated 
Coronation Cases, restitution and rescission were not possible, 
so that no repayment was obtainable of moneys actually paid ; 
but the exception was lucidly stated by Lord Justice RoMER in a 
judgment which was quoted with approval by Lord Finvay in 
the House of Lords in Cantiare San Rocco, supra, at p. 241. 
The facts in the latter case are simple and raise a clear issue. 
In May, 1914, a Scots shipbuilding firm agreed to supply to an 
Austrian shipbuilding company a set of marine engines for a ship 
in the course of building. By the terms of the contract 20 per 
cent. of the purchase price was to be paid “ on signing contract,” 
and was in fact so paid by the Austrian purchasers. The other 
80 per cent. was to be paid in four instalments at various stages 
of completion. War broke out just after the contract had been 
signed, the plans and specifications prepared, and the first instal- 
ment duly paid. Of course, the contract at once became legally 
impossible of performance, not merely suspended, and nothing 
further was or could have been done underit. The Scots vendors, 
after the war, refused to account for the instalment actually 
received, claiming a right to retain it on the familiar ground that 
a frustrated contract leaves both parties “‘ where they are” at 
the date of frustration. This view the House of Lords have 
refused to accept, holding that the case is one for rescission and 
that restitutio in integrum was perfectly possible, on the principle 
expressed in Lord Justice Romer’s judgment in Chandler v. 
Webster, supra. Therefore the Austrian purchasers were held 
to be entitled to recover, not as money paid for a consideration 
which has wholly failed, but as a part payment recoverable on 
rescission of the contract. As a matter of fact this issue was 
discussed largely in terms of Scottish and Roman Law, but the 
House came to the conclusion that Scots Law was the same as 
English Law on the point, as expressed by Lord Parmoor in his 
judgment in the recent appeal case of French Marine v. Compagnie 
Napolitaine, &c., 27 Com. Cas. 69, at p.94,H.L. The decision 
must therefore be regarded as one of general Commercial Law, 
although one of the Law Lords seemed to think that a variance 
exists between the two systems of jurisprudence in this respect. 
The principle is expressed with great clearness in the judgment 
of Romer, L.J.,in Chandler v.Webster, supra, where he says, p. 501 : 
“ Where there is an agreement which is based on the assumption 
by both parties that a certain event will in the future take place, 
and that event is the foundation of the contract, and, through no 
default of either party,and owing to circumstances which were 
not in the contemplation of the parties when the agreement was 
made, it happens that, before the time fixed for that event, it is 
ascertained that it cannot take place, the parties thenceforth are 
both free from any subsequent obligation cast upon them by 
the agreement; but, except in cases where the contract can be 
treated as rescinded ab initio, any payment previously made and 
any legal right previously accrued according to the terms of the 





present a most important exception to the general rule, and gp 
very frequently overlooked by practitioners. It is thepety 
useful to have its existence so clearly recognised by the 
of Lords in the present case, although, unfortunately, it ig 















made perfectly clear that the rule applies to English as wel] some de 
Scots Law. rather t 

The ground of the rule in Scots Law is rather different from j ‘es 
expression in terms of English legal principles, and it mg This pa’ 
useful to state it. In Scots Law, as in Roman Law, the Engiail gurious 
action of Money Had and Received, one of the eight comme followed 
indebitatus counts, is replaced by an action called the condups as 
indebita. One of the forms is a sub-action known as restityjg MM  gixteent 





which applies to the recovery of moneys as well as non-frug 
property retained without adequate right. Now one of thee 
to which this action of restitutio applies is set out in the following 
terms in the great authoritative institutional text book of §& 
Law, Lord Srarr’s “ Institutes,” Book I, Tit. 7, para, 7: 
“ Sixthly, the duty of restitution extendeth to those thi 

que cadunt non in causam, which coming warrantably to og 
hands, and without any paction of restitution, yet if the a 

cease by which they become ours, there superveneth the obligation 

































agreement will not be disturbed.” The words italicized by us 





of restitution of them .. .” This rather archaic phraseology ty 
explained in Ersktne’s Institutes, III, 1-10, as meaning ¢ icti 
“ things given in the special view of a certain event, if the even n 
in the view of which they were given afterwards ceased to exis im and this a 
must be restored.” * vadheg 
The Cantiare Case, then, must be regarded as recognising in MM says Ther 
Scots Law the principle laid down by Lord Sumner in th @ “Der Ge! 
celebrated case of Sinclair v. Brougham [the Birkbeck Bank —. 
case], 1914, A.C. 398, where the limits of the action for money ein 
had and received are lucidly expounded. Ever since that when the 
judgment it has been recognised by common law practitionen jm in the w 
that the Coronation Cases, none of which got further than the . 
Court of Appeal, are usually given a somewhat too wide applica J ges, in t 
tion and must be taken as subject to the exception suggested by by force | 
Lord Justice Romer, to which we have already herein referred, ony 
Indeed, in the Cantiare Case, supra, Lord DuNEDIN expressed ols 
hope that the point raised in those cases might some day be & itmay b 
carried to the House of Lords in order that a careful revision of # beginnin 
the doctrine usually regarded as enunciated in them might be On a 
authoritatively pronounced. ened ti 
was the : 
and Ger 
practitic 
R ° consider 
eviews. and stuc 

invaded 

: : . " 
English Legal History. establis 

A History oF Enetisn Law. By W. S. Hortpswortn, KC, in 1495. 
D.C.L.; Vinerian Professor of English Law in the Unive adminis 
of Oxford, Fellow of All Souls’ College, Oxford. Vols. 1V a by the } 
V. Methuen & Co. Ltd. a, 
Two more volumes of Professor Holdsworth’s great work Holdsw 
have been published, and in these he breaks new ground. The to the « 
first three volumes formed the third edition, re-written, of the abroad 
original work, and they carried the development of the law France, 
the end of the fifteenth century. The volumes now published and gra 
deal with the sixteenth and early part of the seven tules, tl 
centuries, and these, with the two volumes to follow, constitute In Engl 
Book IV under the title “‘The Common Law and its Rivals. At an 
But we cannot keep up with Professor Holdsworth’s pace, De Legi 
we shall not attempt at present to go beyond Vol. IV. This H lawyers 
contains two chapters; chap. 1, “ The Sixteenth Century a from R 
Home and Abroad ’”’ examines the effect on law of the Renaissanee the Yes 
and the Reformation; in particular ®n Public Law, for betwee: 
chapter contains an original and very interesting disc statute- 
of the Rise of the Modern State ; that is, the centralized goverm Contin« 
ment which replaced both on the Continent and here “ the loosely J tases a: 
knit monarchies of the Middle Ages,” and this is followed by At th 
an examination of (1) the development of Local Government; neglect: 
(2) the development of the Representative Assemblies and Central enquire 
Courts of Law; and (3) the New Rules of Law. But this oy 
division, though not unconnected with Public Law, is in the mail L 
a discussion of the “ Reception” of ‘Roman. Law, an _evell entire]; 
chiefly of Continental importance, though not without influence Jj College 





here. The second chapter is ‘‘ English Law in the Six 
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iad Barly Seventeenth Centuries: the Enacted Law.” Here, 
} use his own words, Professor Holdsworth has been obliged to 
i upon the domain of the economic historian :— 
The bulk and importance of the economic statutes of this 
, and their intricate relation to many branches of law, 
ic and private, has made it necessary to deal with them in 
sme detail. But I think that their treatment from a legal, 
rather than from an economic, point of view may perhaps 
the economic historian as much as the works of economic 
jrians have helped me to understand this legislation. 
This part of my History was written before 1914; and it is 
gurious to see how, in the period of national emergency which 
followed the outbreak of the Great War, expedients were 
ted which had commended themselves to the statesmen 
who lived through many periods of national emergency in the 
sixteenth century.” 
But the chapter is only in part based on economic policy ; 
itcontains also a very interesting discussion of Uses and Trusts, 
with an account of the origin and effect of the Statute of Uses, 
and it includes statutes dealing with Land Law generally, such 
asthe Statute of 1540, 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, whieh made covenants 
in leases run with the reversions with Ecclesiastical Law; with 
(minal Law and Procedure, including an interesting section 
on witchcraft; and with Civil Procedure, such as the Limitation 
Act, 1623, 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, which is still the chief statute regulating 
the periods of limitation for personal actions. Amidst all this 
wealth of matter, two subjects may be selected as being of special 
interest: the Reception of the Roman Law, and the Statute 
of Uses. The next volume includes the history of the Equitable 
Jurisdiction of. the Chancellor, and of the Development of the 
(ommon Law, with an appreciation of Coke’s career and writings, 
and this alone is sufficient reason for leaving it for se arate notice. 
The Reception of the Roman Law on the Continent is one of 
the most striking events in the history of law. ‘‘ Three times,”’ 
says Ihering, the great German jurist, in the opening passage of 
Der Geist des Rémischen Rechts,”’ which Professor Holdsworth 































k Bank quotes—though from a translation which does not seem very 
; happy ; we prefer our own—‘ has Rome given law to the world, 
' Money HF three times has she bound the nations in unity; the first time, 
ce that # when the Roman people were still ac the height of their power, 
itiones | in the unity of the State; the second time, after their power 
han the had already passed, in the unity of the Church; the third time, 
in. in consequence of the Reception of the Roman Law in the Middle 
‘pp Ages, in the unity of Law ; the first time with external compulsion 
sted by HH by force of arms ; the other two times by the might of the spirit.” 
eferred, # Aninteresting study of the Reception is to be found in Maitland’s 
essed a Rede Lecture (1901) ‘‘ English Law and the Renaissance,’ to 
day be which Professor Holdsworth frequently refers. Sir Robert Rede, 
ay. it may be recalled, was Chief Justice of the Common Pleas in the 
sion of # beginning of the sixteenth century. 
ight be On the Continent lawyers found, at the revival of learning, 


a systematized body of law in Justinian’s Corpus Juris, which 
served the needs of the growing civilization of society. This law 
was the subject of study at numerous universities in Italy, France, 
wd Germany, and the students adopted it when they became 
practitioners and judges. ‘‘ A university degree came to be 
considered a necessary qualification for the practice of the law ; 
and students who had learned their law, either from the famous 
Italian law schools, or at their native universities, gradually 
invaded the courts. In Germany the decisive event was the 
establishment of the Imperial Chamber (Reichskammergericht) 
in 1495. The men by whom it was staffed, and the law which it 
administered, were Roman. Its forms and procedure were copied 
by the provinces, by the cities, and at length even in the inferior 
courts.” ‘The same thing happened in Scotland when the Court 
of Session was established in 1532. Half the judges, says Professor 
Holdsworth, had to be trained civilians, and from the sixteenth 
to the eighteenth century it was customary for students to go 
to study at foreign universities. And so in Spain, in 
France, and in Holland. ‘“ Trained civilians invaded the courts, 
and gradually fused with, or substituted for, the old customary 
tules, the principles of the system in which they had been trained. 
tn England there was no such wholesale reception of Roman Law. 
At an early date Bracton had to some extent adopted it in the 
De Legibus; to what extent is a matter of doubt. But English 
ers were developing their own law without any great help 
me by means of arguments used in the cases reported in 
the Year Books, and hence has grown the fundamental difference 
ween English and Continental law. English law—apart from 
ite—is case law, and judicial decisions are binding. In the 
Continental system law is a matter of juristic opinion, and decided 
tases are only advisory. 
__ At the same time the study of the Civil Law was not altogether 
cted here. In 1547 two commissions were appointed to 
enquire into the state of the two universities, rte both were 
lly directed to make adequate provision for the study of the 
Law by the foundation of colleges which should be devoted 
tntirely tothe subject. At Cambridge, Trinity Hall became a 
College specially, but not exclusively, devoted to the study of law. 
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It is only a few years since all the Fellows, except those on the 
educational staff, had to be at the Bar; the late Lord Justice 
Romer wasone. Each Fellow on election read an essay on the Civil 
Law in the College Chapel during the Christmas meeting. This 
was still done forty years ago. Probably it has now been dropped. 
At. Oxford All Souls became specially devoted to law, which 
presumably, in the sixteenth century, meant Civil Law. And at 
one time there appears to have been a possibility of the Civil Law 
encroaching on the Common Law through the influence of the 
new courts—the Star Chamber and the Court of Chancery. 
Indeed, it has been said that in the middle of the sixteenth 
century Common Law business was declining. But Professor 
Holdsworth, on an examination of the available figures (see 
pp. 255, 256), considers this to be erroneous, and though there 
were defects in the Common Law, both in substance and procedure, 
a reception of Roman Law, such as took place on the Continent, 
was never probable. The danger to the Common Law passed 
with the passing of the Star Chamber, and the rivalry of the 
Common Law Courts and the Court of Chancery, which came to 
a head in the beginning of the seventeenth century, left each 
with its own sufficiently wide jurisdiction. 

We must notice more briefly Professor Holdsworth’s equally 
interesting discussion of the history and effect of the Statute of 
Uses. The separation of the ‘‘ use”’ from the seisin or legal 
estate can, it seems, be traced nearly as far back as the Conquest. 
But in the time of Henry VIII it had become frequent enough to 
imperil the royal dues, and it was necessary to unite the use to the 
legal estate. Professor Holdsworth gives in an appendix, the 
draft Bill of 152¥, and the agreement of the same year between 
the King and the Nobility, which led up to the Statute of Uses. 
There was aiso a draft Bill for the registration of conveyances, 
and Professor Holdsworth observes :—‘‘ If it had been passed 
and efficiently carried, we should have to-day in working order 
a series of county registers, which would have considerably 
simplified the land law. We should not have been faced with the 
difficulty of fitting a scheme of registration on to a system which 
the large powers of landowners and theingenuity of conveyancers 
have made more complex than any other modern system.” 
But, instead of adopting this general scheme of registration, the 
Parliament of Henry VIII only passed a statute for the registra- 
tion of bargains and sales which, being confined to freehold 
interests, led to the conveyance by lease and release which lasted 
for 300 years. Professor Holdsworth’s discussion of the Statute 
of Uses tempts a comparison between the reasons for its intro- 
duction and the reasons for its now impending repeal, but for 
that we have here no space. The volume is of absorbing interest 
to students of law, and the author is to be congratulated on the 
enduring success which is likely to attend an undertaking carried 
out with such vast research and industry, backed by learning 
and literary skill. 











Books of the Week. 


Public Health.—Glen’s Law of Public Health and Local 
Government. Fourteenth edition by the late ALEx. GLEN, 
K.C., M.A., LL.M. (Cantab.), Bencher of the Middle Temple, 
and RANDOLPH A. GLEN, and E. W. BAILEY, Barristers-at-Law. 
Vol. I, Part I, Div. II, Public Health Act, 1890; Div. III, Public 
Health Act, 1907. Part II, Div. I, Diseases; Div. II, Food 
and Drugs; Div. III, Housing and Town Planning. Sweet and 
Maxwell, Ltd. In Five Parts or Two Volumes. £5 5s. net. 

Legislation.—Statutory Rules and Orders, 1923. Published 
by Authority, H.M. Stationery Office. £1 15s. net. 

Workmen’s Compensation.—Butterworth’s Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Cases. Vol. XVI. (New Series). 1st February, 
1923, to 3lst January, 1924. Edited by His Honour Judge 
Rvueaa, K.C., and EpGar Date, Barrister-at-Law. 17s. 6d. net. 

Practice—First Elements of Supreme Court Practice. By 
T. Bary, Legal Adviser to the Imperial Japanese Foreign Office. 
Second Edition of ‘‘ First Elements of Procedure.” Effingham 
Wilson. 10s. net. 

Companies Law.—The Law of Joint Stock Companies under 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, by JAMES WALTER 
SmirH, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Revised by a Barrister. 
Effingham Wilson. 3s. 6d. 





Lord Ridley was fined £15, and ordered to pay ten guineas 
costs, at’ Bow-street on 24th April, for driving at a 5 
dangeraus to the public. It was stated by the police that the 
defendant overtook and attempted to pass another car between 
two refuges on the Embankment. Lord Ridley’s car caught the 
edge of the refuge and swerved on to the other car. Both cars 
were slightly damaged. The magistrate said that it was an insane 
thing to try to pass another car between these two refuges. Lord 
Ridley’s action was extremely reckless, and if this kind of thing 
happened again he could not expect his licence to be renewed. 














Correspondence. 


The late Judge Radcliffe, K.C. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 
Sir,—I venture to draw your attention to an error in the 
concluding sentence of your article on the late Judge Radcliffe, 
K.C., under ‘‘ Current Topics” in your issue of Saturday, 
26th April. 
The opening lines of ‘“‘ Heraclitus ’’ are as follows :— 
“* They told me, Heraclitus, they told me you were dead.” 
G. T. LeiGH SPENCER. 
34, Bridge-street, 
Hereford. 
29th April. 
[We are obliged for Mr. Leigh Spencer’s correction.—Eb. S.J.] 





Agricultural Wages Bill. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 
Sir—At a meeting of the Land Union Council yesterday, the 
following resolution was passed, which I think may be of interest 
to your readers. 
RESOLUTION. 

The Council of the Land Union is of opinion that, until the 
future of British agriculture is dealt with as a whole, it is 
useless to proceed with the Agricultural Wages Bill, which 
could only result in calling upon farmers to pay an uneconomic 
wage, so causing unemployment among agricultural workers. 

R. B. YARDLEY, 
Secretary. 
15, Lower Grosvenor-place, 
London, S.W.1. 
25th April. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
House of Lords. 


MACDONALD & CO. v. NASH & CO. 21st March. 


Britt or ExcHANGE—INDORSEMENT—DELIVERY TO DRAWER— 
SUBSEQUENT INDORSEMENT BY DRAWER—DRAWER’S RIGHTS 
AGAINST INDORSER—BILLS oF EXCHANGE AcT, 1882, 45 & 46 
Vict. c. 61, s. 20. 


Where a bill of exchange is incomplete by reason of the payee’s 
name not being inserted, the drawer has authority under s. 20 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, to fill in his own name as payee, and 
when so filled up the bill becomes retrospectively enforceable as if it 
had been complete throughout. 


But, semble, it is not necessary to resort to s. 20, for a bill expressed 
to be payable to the drawer’s order must be read as payable to the 
drawer himself if he chooses to demand payment. 


In May, 1920, the appellants sold to Archer & Co. 19,000 cases 
of tinned soup at 10s. a case cash against delivery. Archer & Co. 
being unable to find the money applied to the respondents, who 
undertook to find 75 per cent. of the money, there being at that 
time 16,000 cases not then taken up. In August, 1920, at a meeting 
between the appellants and Archer & Co. it was agreed that the 
respondents should indorse a series of eight bills, seven for £1,000 
and one for £117 odd, to be drawn by the appellants on Archer & Co., 
payable at six months after date to the appellants’ order, and that 
the appellants, in consideration of the blils being indorsed by the 
respondents, should hand to the respondents delivery orders for 
the balance of the cases. These bills were at once drawn by the 
appellants on Archer & Co., expressed to be payable to the 
appellants’ order,and were accepted by Archer & Co. and indorsed 
by the respondents. Room was left above the name of the 
respondents for the indorsement of the name of any person to 
whom the appellants should direct payment. The respondents 
then handed the bills to the appellants in exchange for delivery 
orders. One bill having been paid and discharged, the appellants, 
shortly before the date when the remaining bills became due, 
indorsed their name as payees above the respondents’ signature. 
The appellants duly presented the bills to Archer & Co., who 
dishonoured them. They then gave notice of dishonour and 
claimed payment from the respondents, who denied liability. 
The appellants then commenced this action to recover the 
amount of the bills. Rowlatt, J., decided that the bills had been 
given to the appellants with the intent that the respondents 
should be liable upon them to the appellants, and gave judgment 
forthe appellants. The Court of Appeal held that the respondents 
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only intended to be liable to the extent of enabling the app 
to discount the bills and gave judgment for the respondents, ~ 

The House (Lords HALDANE, L.C., DUNEDIN, ATEDNEg 
SuMNER and BUCKMASTER) reversed the decision of ¢ 
Court of Appeal, and upon the facts agreed with Rowlatt, 
Upon the law they were of opinion that the bills wh 
handed to the appellants were wanting in a mai 
particular owing to the gap between the acceptance 
the signature of the respondents by reason of the non-indorse 
of the bills by the payee, and that in the circumstances 
appellants had, under s. 20 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 18m 
authority to fill in their names as payees as they did over 














names of the respondents, and that when so filled in the c 
became retrospectively enforceable as if they had been compleg fo 
throughout. It had been contended that the appellants ¢couij re Bri 
not recover because the indorsement by the respondents arc 
made before the name of the appellants had been written on the Can 
bills. It was not, however, necessary to resort tos. 20, for the 92, | 
were from the beginning complete and regular. It was true tha} wit 





rs 


the names of the payees were not inserted by the drawers 
after indorsement G the respondents, but the bills were originally 
expressed to be payable to the order of the drawers. Beir 
drawn, they must be read as payable to the drawers themse ory 
without another payee’s name, if they chose to demand payment, 
The bills were therefore complete when the respondents indorged) 
them. In Smith v. M’Clure, 5 East, 476, Lord Ellenbore 
said that a bill payable to a man’s own order was pres 
himself if he did not order it to be paid to any other. The appeal 
would therefore be dismissed and the order of Rowlatt, 



















restored.—CouNSEL: Wright, K.C., and Le Quesne; Se tex, but 
K.C., and J. B. Melville. Soticrrors: Stanley, Hedde payment 
and Co.; Newton F. Driver, for Smith, Davies & Jessop, were not 
Aberystwyth. liquidati 
[Reported by S. E. WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.] a divide 

C f Appeal tne 

een 

ourt o ppeal. ag 

COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE v. BURRELL. No.1. Armitag 
18th and 19th March, 4th April. eS 
REVENUE—SvurerR Tax—Company LiQuiIDATION—UNDIVIDED the Cro’ 
PROFITS—DISTRIBUTION AMONG SHAREHOLDERS—ASSET3— with th: 
NoT RECEIVED AS INCOME—FINANCE (1909-10) Act, 1910, authorit 


10 Edw. 7, c. 8, s. 66, s-s. 1. Comissi 


In the liquidation of certain single-ship companies sums of er inc 
money representing profits made during the final year of the existence capital, 
of the respective companies, and also the undistributed profils of the ass: 
previous years were, after payment of income tax and all other profits 
liabilities, distributed among the shareholders. An assessment b of 
super-tax was made on certain shareholders in respect of the moneys thr 
so received by them. The Special Commissioners decided thd me tha 


super-tax was not payable. + ageessix 


Held, that as in liquidation there is no longer any distinction 
between capital and income, but there are only surplus assets, the 
shareholders only received the money in that character, and it could inthe s 


no longer be affected with the character of profits which had born vailed | 
income tax, and that the appeal must be dismissed. by ae 
Dictum of Scrutton, L.J., in Commissioners of Inland Revenue that th 
v. Blott, 1920, 2 K.B., at p. 675, applied. paid in 
Decision of Rowlatt, J., 67 Sou. J., 641, affirmed. charac’ 
Appeal from a decision of Rowlatt, J., reported as above. ag fe, 
The respondents, George Burrell and William Burrell, had , 
appealed against assessments to super-tax for the years e KC. Cc 
5th April, 1917, 1918, and 1919, in respect of moneys which they Sonic! 
had received on the distribution by the liquidator of the 5 and Cc 


assets of certain steamship companies. The firm of Burrell & 
shipbuilders, in which the respondents were partners, pro 
oma formed some twenty-three single-ship steamship companies. 
Each company had in conformity with its articles of 

gone into voluntary liquidation when the es 4 which it owned 
had either been sold or lost. The profits which were made were 
usually left undistributed and put to reserve. Some of thew 
steamers were sold in 1916 and 1917 for several times 









original cost. After the discharge of the liabilities (if any) the Wii: 
assets and the undistributed profits of the current year and ps 
previous years were distributed among ¢he shareholders. Cn 
shareholder accordingly received a sum partly rep 

returned capital, and partly profits for the year and accum a 
profits of previous years. In the case of William Burrell, the 
additional assessments to super-tax for the financial years 1911, - Av 
1918 and 1919 were £7,681, £113,384, and £401 respecti an ir 
The Commissioners held that super-tax was not payable by claus 
respondents. On appeal, Rowlatt, J., affirmed their d Pa. 
on the ground that on the winding up of the com es there was Ne 
no longer any distinction between capital income. 





Crown appealed. Cur. adv. vult, 














The Court dismissed the appeal. 
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| chick represented undistributed profits formed part of the income 








" & d to the shareholder as such. The respondent’s answer 
Past the liquidator distributed the property of the company 
mong the shareholders, and that no distinction ought to be 
awn between one portion and another, and that the liquidator 
not, and did not, distribute any portion of the assets 
| over jncome. Hence it followed that no part of the sums dis- 
| the billy tbuted could be regarded as income in estimating the respondent’s 





ance 
do 3e 
ANces the! 
Act, 18%. 









com income for super-tax purposes. The Crown relied on two cases: 
nts coudie Jy re Bridgwater Navigation Company, 1891,2 Ch. 317, a case 
lents wy arose on the sale of the undertaking to the Manchester 
en on Canal, and In re the Spanish Prospecting Company, 1911, 
r the bills 92, but neither of those cases in his (his lordship’s) judgment 
true ti dealt with the problem in the present case—namely, whether 








ers the quota received by each shareholder was a part of his annual 
Tigin peas or gains and so subject to super-tax. His lordship then 
Bein qlerred to s. 66 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, imposing 
tax. The subject in the course of estimating his income 
jn accordance with the rules had, under s. 190 of the Income 
fax Act, 1842, to make a declaration of ‘‘ other annual payments, 
for which the party is liable to allow and deduct the duty.” 
The process was clearly stated by Swinfen Eady, L.J., in Brooks 
y. Inland Revenue Commissioners, 1914, 1 K.B., 587. Here the 
gums in question had been made liable to the payment of income 
tax, but was the quota received by the shareholders an annual 









were not distributed to the shareholders as dividends, as the 
liquidation deprived the directors of the power of declaring 






duties, it was a misapprehension to continue the distinction 
between profits and capital. Lord Macnaghten pointed this 
out in Birch v. Cropper, 14 App. Cas., at p. 525. See also 







In re Crichton’s Oil Company, 1902, 2 Ch. at p. 97. per Stirling, 
LJ. Upon these grounds, and in accordance with the authorities, 
the Crown were not entitled to charge super-tax in accordance 
with the assessments made. 





Comissioners v. Blott, 1920, 2 K.B. 657, at p. 675, where he 
said, “‘ A company is liquidated during the year of assessment, 
and the liquidator returns to the shareholders, (1) their original 
capital, (2) accretions of capital due to increase in the value of 
the assets of the company, (3) the reserve fund of undivided 
profits in the company, (4) the undivided profits of the last 
of assessment. Heads (3) and (4) will have paid income 
Se through the assessment of the company, but it appears to 
me that none of the heads will be returnable to super-tax as 
‘assessment ; they are not income from property, but the property 
itself in the course of division.’’ No doubt that opinion was 
obiter, but he (his lordship) agreed with it, and there was nothing 
in the speeches of the members of the House of Lords that counter- 
vailed that view; on the other hand there were some remarks 
by Lord Cave which showed that as a company paid income tax 
as a tax-payer and not as an agent for its shareholders, the fact 
that the moneys when profits in the hands of the company had 
paid income tax was of no importance as illustrative of the 
character of an equivalent amount in the hands of the recipient. 
The appeal failed and must be dismissed with costs. 

ATKIN, L.J., and SARGANT, L.J., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—COUNSEL : 
K.C., and R. P. Hills; Sir J. Simon, K.C., and Latter, K.C. 

citors: Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Murray, Hutchins 


and Co. 
[Reported by H. Lanarorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


In re GARDNER: ELLIS v. ELLIS. P. O. Lawrence, J. 
April 3rd. 


Wii—Consrruction—Jowwt TENANCY—TENANCY IN COMMON 
—INCOME TO GRANDCHILDREN IN EQUAL SHARES FOR THEIR 
ES—SUBSTITUTION (WITHOUT WORDS OF SEVERANCE) OF 
CHILDREN OF DECEASED GRANDCHILDREN—EFFECT OF CLAUSES 
4S TO MAINTENANCE, SEPARATE UsE AND RESTRAINT ON 


FESSRERESSE EES 


a 


FERS 


payment of which a declaration had to be made? The sums | 
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ock, M.R., having stated the facts, said that the question 
hether that portion of the assets of any of the companies | 


» recipient shareholder for super-tax purposes, when dis- | 
ed by the liquidator ofthe company. The Crown contended | 
the undistributed profits retained their character as profits | 


| 


} 





a dividend. Further, after the liquidator had assumed his | 


In re | 
Armitage, 1893, 3 Ch. 337, per Lindley, L.J., at p. 346, and | 


There was in addition to the other | 
authorities, the dictum of Scrutton, L.J., in Inland Revenue | 


Sir Patrick Hastings, A.-G., Clauson, | 
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This was a summons asking the question. whether certain 
great-grandchildren of the testator were entitled as joint tenants 
or as tenants in common. The facts were as follows: The 
testator died in 1878. By his will he left his property subject 
to certain bequests, in trust to apply the surplus of the income 
of his residuary estate among such of the children of his daughter 
Sarah as migbt be living at his decease, in equal shares for their 
lives, and after the death of any of them leaving a child orchildren 
him, heror them surviving, such last-mentioned child or children 
should be entitled to the share of income which would have 
been his, her or their parent’s if living, and upon the death of 
the survivor of the grandchildren, the whole of the residue 
of the testator’s property was to be divided among his great- 
grandchildren living at the death of such survivor. The will 
contained an express power for the trustees to pay or apply 
the income or the share or interest to which any minor taking 
an interest under the will should or might, for the time being, 
be entitled under the several trusts thereinbefore declared 
for or towards the maintenance, education or putting out in 
life of such minor in the meantime, and until their respective 
shares or interests should become vested or payable; and it was 
further declared that the interests given to any person who 
might be or become a married woman should be for her se 
use without power of anticipation. The daughter Sarah pre 
deceased the testator, leaving five children, all of whom survived 
the testator. Three had died since the testator’s death, and 
the remaining two were still living. One of the dead children, 
G. G. Ellis, left four children, one of whom died in 1923, when this 
question arose. 

P. O. LAWRENCE, J., after stating the facts, said :—Primé 
facie the four children of G. G. Ellis, who took their parent’s 
share by substitution, were entitled, as joint tenants, but it has 
been contended that there are indications in the will showing an 
intention to create a tenancy in common between them. In my 
view of the construction of the will, the maintenance clause has 
reference to the income of some share of capital to which a minor 
is entitled, and applies only to the income of the shares which the 
great-grandchildren of the testator living at the decease of the 
survivor of the grandchildren take in the capital of the residuary 
estate. Assuming, however, that according to the contention 
the clause does apply to the shares of the great-grandchildren in 
the surplus income, then the argument is irresistible that a 
severance is effected of the joint tenancy because the application 
of the income (which is the only subject-matter of the gift) 
necessarily involves severance. The case is analogous to the 
case of a power to advance capital which has been held to effect 
a severance. Then, as to the contention as to the effect of the 
declaration in- the will relating to the separate use and the 
restraint on anticipation, in my judgment the separate use clause 
is not a sufficient indication of an intention to create a tenancy 
in common : see Partriche v. Powlet, supra; nor is the restraint 
on anticipation imposed on a married woman beneficiary sufficient 
on the ground, as it has been argued, that the restraint creates 
such a distinction between a married woman member of the class 
and the other members as is sufficient to negative a joint tenancy, 
of which, no doubt, one of the essential features is that every 
interest of the class shall be the same. But a person who is 
under disability as a married woman restrained from anticipation, 
is a perfectly competent member of a class of joint tenants. 
Although the interest of members who are disabled from disposing 
of their shares is in that respect different from the interest of 
members under no such disability (whether the disability be 
imposed by the testator or by natural causes, as infancy or 
unsoundness of mind, is immaterial), their interests as members of 
the class are the same. The interposition of a restraint on antici- 
pation cannot have the effect of converting a tenancy, otherwise 
a joint one, into a tenancy in common. There will be a declara- 
tion that the four children of G. G. Ellis are entitled to their 
deceased parent’s share of the income as joint tenants.—COUNSEL : 
Hodge ; Bischoff; J.W.F. Beaumont. Soxrcrrors: W. Ivanhoe 
Thomas ; Williams & Poole. 

(Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE BRITISH THOMSON-HOUSTON COMPANY LIMITED v. 
STERLING ACCESSORIES, LIMITED. Tomlin, J. 2nd April. 
CoMPANY—D1IREcTORS—INFRINGEMENT OF PATENT—LIABILITY 

OF DIRECTORS. 
The existence of the relationship of principal and agent between 
the directors of a company and the company itself cannot be inferred 





| from the fact that the directors are the sole shareholders of the company. 


. ANTICIPATION. 

‘B A maintenance clause in a will need not be any indication of | 
vy. Gm iniention to create a tenancy in common, while a separate use | 
ion is not a sufficient indication of such an intention. 
yas Partriche v. Powlet, 1740, 2 Atk. 54, applied. 

‘he Nor does a restraint on anticipation indicate such an intention, 


because «a person under disability is a perfectly competent member 
Ya class of joint tenants. 





Salomon v. Salomon & Co., 1897, A.C, 22 (a case of contract), 
and Rainham Chemical Works v. Belvedere Fish Guano Company, 
1921, 2 A.C. 465 (@ case of tort), followed. 


These were two actions against two companies and against their 
respective directors to restrain the infringement of certain letters 
patent for an invention for improvements in or relating to the 
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treatment of tungsten to facilitate working. In both cases the 
validity of the letters patents and their infringement by the 
respective defendant companies by the sale of electric lamps 
containing filaments made in accordance with the invention were 
admitted. The companies accordingly had not defences to the 
actions, but the question to be decided was whether the actions 
could succeed against the directors of the two companies. The 
position with regard to the share capital of the first company 
was that it consisted of £1,000, divided into 1,000 shares of £1 
each, and the company was a private one, and the second and 
third defendants were the sole directors thereof and the only 
subscribers to the memorandum and the only shareholders 
thereof. With regard to the second company, its share capital 
was £25,000, divided into 25,000 shares of £1 each, of which 
24,898 had been issued, and were all, except fifty shares, held by 
the three defendant directors of the company. 

Tomuin, J., after stating the facts, said: I apprehend that 
when it is sought to fix a defendant with liability for a tort, it 
must be established, either that he was himself the tort-feasor, 
or that he was the employer or principal of the tort-feasor in 
relation to the act complained of, or at any rate the person by 
whose instructions the tort had been committed. Here it is not 
alleged that the directors were the actual tort-feasors, but it is 
said, first, that the company is only a cloak under cover of which 
the infringements were committed by the directors, or, in other 
words, that the company was the agent of the directors to commit 
the infringements ; and, secondly, that the true inference from the 
facts is that the directors authorised the acts of infringement. 
There is no evidence of any fact pointing to the relations of 
principal and agent, and it cannot be inferred from the fact that 
the defendant directors are the sole directors and shareholders of 
the company. This is made plain in the case of contract by 
Salomon v. Salomon & Co., supra, and in the case of tort by 
Rainham Chemical Works v. Belvedere Fish Guano Co., supra, 
nor is there any evidence from which it can be inferred that the 
directors authorised the wrongful acts. The action therefore fails 
as against the directors, and the same is the case in the second 
action.—CouNsEL: Sir A. Colefaz, K.C., and Trevor Watson ; 
F. W. Theeman ; Courtney Terrell; Moritz; Greene, K.C., 
and H. B. Vaisey. Sowticrrors: Bristows, Cooke & Carpmael ; 
C. R. A. Edmonds ; Dehn & Lauderdale, for Dunderdale, Galloway 
and Co., Manchester ; Woodcock, Ryland & Parker, for Woodcock 
and Sons, Haslingden. 


[Reported by L. M. MAY, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE v. DONCASTER. 
Rowlatt, J. 4th March. 

REVENUE — SuUPER-TAX— COMPANY — DIVIDEND EQUALISATION 
Funp—FunNpD DISTRIBUTED—PAID TO CREDIT OF ACCOUNT OF 
SHAREHOLDERS WITH THE COMPANY— WHETHER SHAREHOLDERS 
ASSESSABLE TO SUPER-TAX ON THEIR SHARES IN THE FUND. 





Where amounts due to directors, who were also the ordinary share- 
holders in a company, in respect of their shares in a fund set aside out 
of profits for the equalisation of dividends, were paid into accounts 
which each director had with the company, into which accounts 
directors’ fees, dividends, &c., were paid, 

Held, that the directors were liable to super-tax in respect of the 
amounts in question. 


Bouch v. Sproule, 36 W.R. 193; 12 App. Cas. 385, and Com- 


missioners of Inland Revenue v. Blott, 65 Sot. J. 642; 1921, 
2 AC. 171, distinguished, 
In 1908 a firm was formed into a private company. The four 


directors were the ordinary shareholders. In 1911 and sub- 
sequently, resolutions were passed under which the company set 
aside out of profits a fund for equalising dividends. By a minute, 
dated in 1911, it was provided that that fund was the property of 
the directors, and that the share of a director on his death or 
retirement should be paid to him or to his legal personal repre- 
sentatives. At a meeting of the directors held in 1916 it was 
resolved that it should not be obligatory on a director or his 
personal representatives to receive payment of the amount of his 
share of the fund, but that at his or their option it might remain 
as part of such fund, and be at the disposal of the directors for the 
time being of the company, in which case there would be no 
disturbance of the continuity of the fund. The fund remained 
under the control of the directors as a body until 1919. In that 
year it was decided by a resolution to distribute the fund among 
the ordinary shareholders. The amounts to which each director 
became entitled were credited to accounts which each director 
had with the company for the purpose of crediting his director’s 
fees, dividends, etc., and the amounts did not appear in the 
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The directors were assessed to super-tax for the year endin 
5th April, 1920, in respect of the fund, which amounted: 
£20,000. The Special Commissioners held that the direcigaliiies: 
were not liable to super-tax in respect of this fund. The Cpogpiiits the bus 
appealed against this decision, the case of the respondent diregt; 
being taken as a test case. « 

Rowtatr, J., delivering judgment, said that the Sp, 
Commissioners had dealt with the case as though it were governe 
by the case of Commissioners of Inland Revenue v. Blott, 65 Sq 
642; 1921, A.C. 171. At the root of that decision the cire ; 
stance that there was an increase of capital seemed to lie. ‘Thom ia fally satisfi 
it appeared that the shareholder never had any option to gay 
that he would take the money and would not take bonus shames 
His lordship also distinguished Bouch v. Sproule, 36 W.R. 193 
12 App. Cas. 385, as being a case where, if there had been gy) 
option for a shareholder to take money instead of bonus sh 
it would have been obviously disadvantageous for him to do 
In the present case there had clearly been no increase of 
but a payment of undivided profits to the shareholders. 
money was put to the credit of what was in fact a bank 
account. As soon as the moneys were paid into that aces 
they were at the disposal of the directors, and there was 
obligation on the directors to leave the money in the account, 
The appeal must be allowed.—CouNSEL: Sir Patrick Hasti 
Att.-Gen., and R. P. Hills; Latter, K.C., and Cyril Ki 
Soxicitors: Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Johnson, W: 
Sturt & Hardy. 

{Reported by J. L. Dzntson, Barrister-at-Law.| 

























MICHAEL ABRAHAMS, SONS & CO. v. BUCKLEY. 
McCardie, J. 24th March. 
HUSBAND AND WIFE—SOLICITOR—CosTs—PROCEEDINGS INsTE 
TUTED BY WIFE AGAINST HUSBAND—LIABILITY OF HuSsBAND 










FOR WIFE’S CosTs. _. 
A wife incurred costs in respect of preliminary enquiries made for believ 
on her behalf by a firm of solicitors, with a view to preparing a separatior 
petition for dworce against her husband. Ultimately, the parties ¥ by Tarne 
came to an arrangement, but continued to live apart. The solicitor 2De G. - 
commenced an action against the husband for the costs incurred for the C 
by the wife. in her 7 
Held, that it was essential in such a case as this for the solicitor ir ceeer 
to prove clearly that he acted on reasonable grounds, that he made correct, i 


adequate enquiries, and that he showed proper diligence and full 
care ; and that, on the facts, the plaintiffs were entitled to recover 
the costs from the husband. t 


Dicta of Mathew, J., in Taylor v. Hastie, 47 L.T. Rep. 44) tic 
and Turner, L.J.,in Re Hooper; Baylis v. Watkins, 12 W.R. 324; liability 
2 De G. J. & S. 91, questioned as being opposed to the body of 9 stances a 
authority. of the w 

husband 

Action. The facts and the nature of the case are sufficiently it broug! 
stated in the headnote and judgment. , 

McCarpIiEe, J.,in a considered judgment, said that the plaintiffs, Peberioor 
who were solicitors, claimed from the defendant, Mr. Abel Bu:kley,s those wc 


sum of about £125 for work done and moneys expended unde explanat 
following circumstances. In March, 1920, the defendant's wife 









on the plaintiffs for professional advice. She saw Mr. pas 
Abrahams, who took from her a full statement of her allegations “Now o' 
of cruelty and adultery against her husband. Mr. Abrahams tule depe 
had had a wide and long professional experience of matrimonial and fair 
litigation and disputes. He tested the details and formed the founded 
view that Mrs. Buckley was telling the truth. Enquiry agents property 
were employed, and ultimately a petition for divorce of her re 
Mr. Buckley was prepared, which contained definite charges of as we all 
adultery and a number of allegations of cruelty against the absolute 
husband. The husband learned that divorce proceedings Waa not only 
contemplated. Negotiations ensued between the plaintifis @ alimony 
(on behalf of Mrs. Buckley) and a well-known firm of solicitor Of cours 
(on behalf of Mr. Buckley) for a deed of separation and a | Eto pay t! 
agreement was signed by both husband and wife, subject to the pons c 

reparation of a formal deed which had never been si or cruel 

1e husband, however. paid various instalments of the separation ® wife ha 
allowance. The parties were still apart. The plaintiffs’ bill him a s 
of costs was in respect of the matters which had been outlin have th« 
It was necessary to add only a few further matters. At the and am 






time when Mrs. Buckley first called on*the plaintiffs she was 
nominally living with coy husband. She had not then 
him; but husband and wife were on terms of enmity. 
Buckley had no property of her own. Her husband, however 
allowed her to receive the income of a certain marriage 
ment fund. It amounted to about £340 a year. Out of this 
she had to maintain and educate the child of the marriage, and 
she had also, as a moral obligation, to support certain d 
relatives. Her husband was supposed to have an income 
some thousands a year. He lived beyond it. He wasp 





















balance sheets after 1919 as the dividend equalisation fund. 


for debt. His wife had sold many oi her jewels to meet 
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W’s obligations. She received no allowance for dress. 
sp monetary position when she asked the advice of the plaintiffs 








di eritical. His lordship was satisfied that the plaintiffs looked 
he @; ig the husband and not to the wife for their costs, in spite 
t di the fact that by the help of friends or otherwise she paid them 


sums of £20 and £30 on account. At the trial the wife 
d on oath that her allegations against the husband were 
? He denied them. He disputed the alleged adultery. 
img lordship did not expressly determine the questions of adultery 
and cruelty. Neither side asked him to do so. He was, however, 
fally satisfied that ample ground existed (1) for asking the Divorce 
(ourt to determine whether the charges against the husband 
ofadultery and cruelty were well founded ; (2) that the plaintiffs 
acted with full care, proper diligence and adequate ¢nquiry. 
acted on reasonable grounds. They were justified in 
ing the statements of the wife as a basis for the course 
they took. His lordship was satisfied that she did not act from 
mete irritability or passing anger or distorted mind. He held 
that the plaintiffs had reasonable ground for believing and did 
telieve that the wife was entitled to seek a decree in the Divorce 
He observed with closeness both the husband and wife, 
when in the witness box. So far as they disagreed, he preferred 
the evidence of the wife. The question was whether in the 
drumstances the plaintiffs could recover against the husband. 
His lordship had considered the decisions cited by counsel. 
The authorities seemed to be in a state of confusion. There 
were cases which appeared to be adverse to the plaintiffs, 
g. Taylor v. Hailstone, 47 L.T. 440, where Mathew, J., said 
in his judgment, at p. 441: ‘‘ Unless the necessity for the pro- 

ings be made out in point of fact, the husband could not be 
liable.” By that his lordship understood the learned judge to 
rule that unless the wife’s allegations were shewn to be true to 
the satisfaction of the Court, the solicitor could not recover. 
The words just quoted might, however, be regarded as an obiter 





















Instp 


— didum only, for later on it was to be observed that the learned 
ee that the plaintiff solicitor had no reasonable ground 
s made 7 for believing that the defendant’s wife was entitled to a judicial 


ring @ | eparation. A similar view appeared to have been expressed? 


parties f by Turner, L.J.,in Re Hooper ; Baylis v. Watkins, 12 W.R. 324; 
licitos E2De G. J. & S. 91. His observations were again dicta only, 
curred fm for the Court found as a fact that the wife had been frivolous 
in her assertions, and that the solicitors had failed in proper 

licitor cate and enquiry and had no reasonable ground for accepting 
make the assertions of the wife. If the dicta just referred to were 
d full correct, it would seem that the plaintiffs here must fail, but it 
d that several relevant decisions were not cited to the 

who made those observations. His lordship would 
to mention the decisions and to-deal with the origin and 
440, tions of the rules which in his view governed a husband’s 
324; @@ lability for the legal costs incurred by the wife in such circum- 
dy of stances as the present. It must be remembered that the right 
of the wife to commence matrimonial proceedings against the 

husband was co-existent with her right to defend such proceedings 

ently it brought by the husband against her. His lordship read a 
om from the judgment of Jessell, M.R., in Robertson v. 
m, 29 W.R. 880; 6 P.D. 119, at p. 122, and said that 

ley,a those words of Sir George Jessell gave, he thought, the basic 
r explanation of an apparent anomaly. They were approved 
the Court of Appealin Kemp Welch v. Kemp Welch, 1910, P. 233. 
r passage in the judgment of Jessell, M.R., was as follows: 
ONS “Now on principle it is plain that the whole foundation of the 
ams tule depends on the liability of thte husband to pay the necessary 
mnial and fair costs of the wife’s defence. I take it that that rule is 
ed on the old English law, which gave the whole personal 
Property of the wife to the husband, and give him also the income 
other real estate ; so that in the absence of a settlement (which 
48 we all know, is a comparatively modern introduction) she was 
absolutely penniless, and, therefore, the Ecclesiastical Court 
not only provided for the costs of her defence, but also gave her 
ny pendente lite, so as to provide for her maintenance. 

Of course the husband may say, ‘ it is a hardship on me to have 
repay the costs of my wife’s false defence to a charge of adultery, 
or costs of a false counter-charge against myself of adultery 
® cruelty.’ No doubt it is a hardship, but what would the 
Wife have to say in answer? Suppose the wife had brought 
a sum of £10,000, or £20,000, or £50,000, would not she 

ve the right to say, ‘ You have taken all my property from me, 
am I to be left defenceless and not able to meet your false 
charge of adultery ?’ Of course it is manifest that there must 
money provided for the wife to defend herself, and who is 
up the defence ? Only a solicitor, who must look for 

pas t, not to the wife, who has nothing, but to the husband ; 
therefore it was quite right to secure him that payment 
getting money paid into Court, and finally, by — of 
per costs incurred when the suit was heard.’’ he com- 

was sometimes made that Robertson v. Robertson indicated 

only the practice of the former Ecclesiastical Divorce Courts, 
but the answer to that was that the Ecclesiastical Courts acted 
™&wide extent on a principle somewhat akin to the common law 
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principle which imposed liability on a husband, under eS 
circumstances, for necessaries supplied to the wife. any 
authorities were given on that point in Leake on Contracts, 
7th ed., pp. 420 et seq. 

His lordship did not propose to touch on the question of 
necessaries at common law, save in so far as it bore on the 
question in the present action. He referred to Shepherd v. 
Mackoul, 1813, 3 Camp. 326, where Lord Ellenborough, at p. 327, 
said that if a wife was violently turned out of doors ‘‘ she had 
the right to appeal to the law for protection, and she must have 
the means of appealing effectually. She might therefore charge 
the husband for the necessary expense of this proceeding as much as 
for necessary food or raiment.’’ Those words seemed to be just. 
A married woman should have a fair chance of protecting her 
welfare. The principle stated by Lord Ellenborough had been 
strikingly applied in many later cases. Protection of the wife, 
however, and not the punishment of the husband, was the 
important matter. His lordship then referred to Grindell v. 
Godmond, 5 A. & E., p. 755; Brown v. Ackroyd, 4 W.R. 229 ; 
5 E. & B. 819, at p. 826; and Turner v. Rookes, 10 A. & E. 47. 
It was to be noticed that in the three cases of Shepherd v. Mackoul, 
Grindell-v. Godmond and Turner v. Rookes, the wife had in fact 
proved the wrongful conduct of her husband. It would be seen, 
however, that this question of actual and conclusive proof ceased, 
as appeared from the cases he should mention, to be deemed an 
essential element for a cause of action by the wife’s sclicitor 
against the husband for costs. His lordship proceeded to consider 
the cases of Rice v. Shepherd, 12 C.B.N.S., 332 ; Wilson v. Ford, 
16 W.R. 482; L.R. 3 Ex. 63; Ottaway v. Hamilton, 26 W.R. 
783; 3 C.P.D. 393. With regard to the case of Ottaway v. 
Hamilton, supra, his lordship enumerated the main heads of the 
costs which the wife’s solicitor claimed to be entitled to recover 
from the husband (and which he was held entitled to recover), 
and added that the ground seemed reasonably clear from the 
judgments, namely, that the costs were “ necessaries ’’ and that 
the divorce practice did not affect common law rights. It seemed 
to be clear also that the test adopted was whether the suit had 
been reasonably instituted. That, and not the success of the 
suit, was the test, he thought, for, as Bramwell, L.J., had pointed 
out (at p. 399),thehusband might die before decree pronounced. 
He then referred to Stocken v. Patrick,29 L.T. Rep. 507, and after 
referring to the cases of Franklin v. Franklin, 1921, P. 407 ; 
Ex parte Moore, De Gex, Bankruptcy Reports, 173; Cale v. 
James, 45 W.R. 317; 1897, 1 Q.B. 418; and Cebbett v. Wood, 
52 Sox. J. 517; 1908, 2 K.B. 420, said that he would summarize 
his conclusions upon the law applicable to the case, where, as 
here, the wife commenced the matrimonial proceedings or their 
preliminaries: (1) in view of his opinion that, with all respect to 
the two learned judges concerned, the dicta above referred to in 
Taylor v. Hailstone, supra, and Re Hooper ; Baylis v. Watkins, 
supra, were erroneous and opposed to the body of authority, it 
was not in his lordship’s view necessary for the plaintiffs to prove 
that the defendant was, in fact, guilty of cruelty or had, in fact, 
committed adultery ; (2) it followed, therefore, that it was not 
essential in a case like the present to show that the wife had 
actually procured a decree in her favour; (3) it was, however, 
essential in such a case as the present case, for the solicitor to 
prove clearly that he acted on reasonable grounds, that he made 


adequate enquiries, and that he showed proper diligence and full’ 


care. Those were the rules which he proposed to apply here. 
The old case of Ladd v. Lynn, 2 M. & W. 265, in which Parke, B., 
apparently said that a deed of separation could not be called a 
necessary for a wife, must now be deemed inconsistent with later 
authorities. A further point had been argued before him, viz., 
that if the wife in the present case was held to have separate 
estate, it followed that the plaintiffs’ action must fail. Un- 
doubtedly in former days the fact that a wife possessed separate 
estate or a separate maintenance was held not to affect the 
solicitor’s right to costs against a husband—f., e.g., Turner v. 
Rookes, supra, and Stocken v. Patrick, supra. In Halsbury’s 
Laws of England, vol. 16, p. 429, it was assumed that the old 
rule still prevailed. That might very well be, and see Lush on 
Husband and Wife, 3rd edition, pp. 427 and 428; a legal rule 
might often survive the reason for its existence, and married men 
nowadays might have to suffer more hardships than married 
women. But in cases where the wife had substantial means, or 
where there were special circumstances, it might be that the 
effect. of the Married Women’s Property Act would some day 
have to be considered (see Lush on Husband and Wife, 3rd edition, 
pp. 432-433). He did not decide here the point of law, for he 
was satisfied on the facts that the wife had no independent 
separate estate at all. She had not even a fixed allowance, and 
the income which her husband permitted her to receive from a 
marriage settlement fund was consumed by her family obligations. 
For the reasons given, his lordship held that the plaintiffs, ba pres 
the rules of law which he had ventured to state, were entitled to 
recover on the facts which he had mentioned earlier. In giving 
judgment for the plaintiffs, he desired to say that in view of the 
possibilities which existed that a wife might sometimes seek to 










ere af = a 


F 
Rp! 

















_ 598 





impose burdens of costs on her husband, either by frivolous 
charges, or imaginary grievances, or by the indulgence of mere 
resentment, it seemed to him essential that cases like the present 
should be closely scrutinized and that no judgment should be 
given in a plaintiff’s favour unless he proved, inter alia, a full 
compliance with the third rule which he had stated. There would 
be judgment for the plaintiffs with costs——CouNSEL: Giveen ; 
Hilbery. Sowicrrors: Michael Abrahams, Sons & Co. ; Valpy, 
Peckham & Chaplin. 

[Reported by J. L. Denison, Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


Supreme Court, England. 
PROCEDURE. 
THE RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT (No. 1), 1924. 
DATED APRIL 2, 1924. 
We, the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court, herby make 
the following Rules :— 
OrpDER XLII. . 
1. The following Rule shall be inserted in Order XLII after 
Rule 24, viz. :— 

** 24a.—(1) Any application for leave to enforce an award 
of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunals under the Treaty of Peace 
Act, 1919 [9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 33] inthe same manner asa judgment 
or order to the same effect pursuant to the Treaties of Peace 
Orders (Amendment) (No. 2) Order, 1923 [S.R. & O. 1923, 
No. 973] and the other Orders therein referred to shall be made 
by summons. 

** (2) The summons shall be intituled 

In the Matter of the ej of Peace Act, 1919 


an 
In the Matter of the Treaties of Peace Orders (Amendment) 
(No. 2) Order, 1923, and the other Orders therein 
referred to 


and 
In the Matter of an Award of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal 
at dated the day of 192 . 
and 
In the Matter of A.B. of [naming the 
party against whom it is sought to enforce the award]. 

** (3) The summons shall be an originating summons and 
(unless otherwise ordered by a Judge or Master) shall be served 
on the party against whom it is sought to enforce the award 
in the same manner as a writ of summons is required to be 
served. The party served shall not be required to enter any 
appearance thereto.” 

2. In Rule 34 of Order XLII, the words ‘‘ Rules 32 and 33 
of this Order ”’ shall be substituted for the words “ the last two 
preceding Rules.” 

3. The following Rule shall be inserted in Order XLII after 
Rule 34, viz. :— 

“35. The examination referred to in Rules 32 and 33 of 
this Order may be ordered to take place and may take place 
before one of such of the First Class Clerks in the Central 
Office as the Senior Master shall from time to time nominate 
for that purpose. Any difficulty that arises in the course of 
any such examination may be referred to the Senior Master or 
Practice Master for determination or direction and he may 
determine the same or give such directions as he may deem 
fit. When the examination is ordered to take place or takes 
place before a First Class Clerk the costs of the application 
therefor and of the examination and of any proceedings arising 
from or incidental thereto shall be in the discretion of the Court 
or Judge making the order and may be dealt with by them or 
him either before or after the examination.” 

OrpeER LIV. 

4. In Rule 4r of Order LIV, after the words “ under sections 
17 or 19 of the County Courts Act, 1919 [9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 73], or 
under Rules 12c or 12p of this Order,”’ the following words shall 
be added :— 

** (12) under Order XLII, Rule 24a.”’ 

Orper LVIII. 

5. The Rule of the Supreme Court, dated the 10th day of 
April. 1889, which provides as follows :-— 

* Order LVL of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, 
shall, as far as applicable, apply to all appeals from the Com- 
missioners under the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888” 
{51 & 52 Vict. c. ~ | 

shall be annulled and the following Rule which shall stand as 
Rule 19a of Order LVIII shall be substituted therefor :— 

“194, This Order shall co far as applicable apply to appeals 
from the Commirsioners under the ilway and Canal Trafic 
Act, 1888, or from the Railway Rates Tribunal under the 
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This Rule shall apply and shall be deemed to have applied 
—— from the Railway Rates Tribunal under the Railwa; : 
1921, brought before these Rules come into operation. = &F | 























6.. In Rule 20 of Order LVIII, after the words “ Agricultys (a) £1 
Holdings Act,” the figures “1908” shall be omitted and jj . Foo 
figures ‘‘ 1923 ”’ shall be substituted therefor. ) £1 

OrpeER LXIII. of Rove 

7. Rules 7 and 10 of Order LXIII shall be annulled andg¢ (c) 3s 
following Rule, which shall stand as Rule 10 of Order LXIII, his cour 
be substituted therefor :— (d) £ 

“10. The office of each district registrar of the } counter 

Court shall be open on such days and during such hours, Mr. Sli 

the Lord Chancellor may from time to time direct. andj th 

the absence of any such direction, shall be open on the da» — 

and during the hours when the offices of the County ¢ ‘All mer 
of the place in which the district registry is situate are reg Two “ Co 
to be open.” ure 

8. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Suprem l 
Court (No. 1), 1924, and the Rules of the Supreme Court, 18% : 
shall have effect as amended by these Rules. 

9. The Provisional Rules of the Supreme Court (Decem 
1923, which came into operation on the Ist day of January, I 
shall continue in force till the Ist day of May, 1924, on whid Broac 
day the said Rules shall be superseded and replaced by Rules], 

2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 of these Rules. 

10. Rule 7 of these Rules shall come into operation on The T 

Ist day of May, 1924. 24th Apr 
Dated the 2nd day of April, 1924. A decis 
Haldane, ©. A. Adair Roche, J. : ad Si 
Hewart, C.J. P. Ogden Lawrence, J, tra 
Ernest M. Pollock, M.R. T. R. Hughes. oma 
Henry E. Duke, P. E. W. Hansell, Soh 
Charles H. Sargant, L.J. C. H. Morton. ae 5 a 
John Sankey, J. Roger Grvgory. nota put 
the copy 
e = ic 
Ministry of Health. ane 
VOLUNTARY HOSPITALS COMMISSION. — 
In reply to a recent question in the House of Commom transpire 
regarding the number of persons requiring hospital treatment, The F 
but unable to obtain it through lack of beds, the Minister of which is 
Health indicated that he proposed to ask the Voluntary Hospitals Because 
Commission to undertake an enquiry into the shortage of hospital authors 
accommodation. ion 
Mr: Wheatley has now remitted this question to the Comalllliaantmniesi; 
with the following terms of reference :— broadcas 
“The Voluntary Hospitals Commission are requested t recompe 
enquire into and to report upon the extent of the additional year lost 
voluntary hospital accommodation required in England and 
Wales and the best means of providing and maintaining it.” 
The Commission will be communicating immediately with 
the Local Voluntary Hospital Committees in regard to the “-. 
to be taken in pursuing the investigation, and the matter 
also be the principal subject of discussion at the conference 
representatives of the Local Voluntary Hospital Committees, 
which is to be held on the 18th June at the Ministry of Health. The f 
It is understood that a separate enquiry will be undertaken in Times, « 
regard to hospital accommodation in Scotland. Curret 
Voluntary Hospitals Commission, “Tt is 
Whitehall, S.W.1. tie 
24th April. _—_ ‘ 
exces 
con 
. . eed ¢ 
many q 
Societies. pk 
° constan 
Gray’s Inn Moot Society. talking 
A Moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall, on Monday, the 5th Siies. 
inst., at 8.30 p.m., before A. E. W. Hazel, Esq., LL.D. civilit; 
Mr. Slicerand Mr. Foozler, two middle-aged golfers, were practis« the 


re 


ger 


ing approach shots in the latter’s garden. Outside the garden was 
a field, also belonging to Mr. Foozler, across which ran a pu 
footpath. Mr. Slicer hit a ball belonging to Mr. Foozler ove? 
the garden wall. At that moment Mn. Walker was 

along the footpath with his retriever dog, Rover, who had the 











revious day bitten a man carrying a golf club. The ball struck the co 
Mr. Walker in the eye, his eyeglasses were smashed and his eye demon: 
injured. Rover seized the ball, gnawed it so as to make it useless “y 
and brought the remains to Mr. Slicer who had come over the it Pith 





to recover it. Mr. Slicer, annoyed at the destruction of the ball, 
kicked at Rover, who bit his leg. Mr. Slicer then struck Rovet 
with his mashie and broke his leg. Rover had to be destroyed. 
Mr. Walker sued Mr. Slicer and Mr. Foozler for damages TF © 
personal injury—the sight of his eye being seriously im ; 












Railways Act, 1921’ [11 & 12 Geo. 5, c. 55). 


—and Mr. Slicer for £10, the value of ver. r. 
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eounter-claimed for the value of the golf ball. Mr. Slicer counter- 
daimed for damages for personal injury due to the bite on his 
leg. The Court of First Instance gave judgment as follows :— 
(a) £150 damages for Mr. Walker against Mr. Slicer and 
Mr. Foozler. 
) £10 damages for Mr. Walker against Mr. Slicer in respect 

of Rover. 

(c) 3s. 6d. damages for Mr. Foozler against Mr. Walker on 
his counter-claim. 

(d) £20 damages for Mr. Slicer against Mr. Walker on his 
counter-claim. 
Mr. Slicer and Mr. Foozler appeal against the judgments 
cw them and Mr. Walker asks for judgment on both counter- 






All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attend. 
Two “Counsel ’’ will be heard for each of the parties. The 
a will be in accordance with the practice of the Court of 

1. 








Broadcasting Copyright Productions 


The Times correspondent in a message from New York of 
24th April says :— 

Adecision of considerable importance to authors and composers 
of music and their publishers was pronounced yesterday by the 
United States District Court of Cincinnati. Dismissing a petition 
to restrain the Radio Company from broadcasting copyright 
musical numbers without compensation to the owners of the 
copyright, Judge Hickenlooper said that in his opinion the 

ering of a song in the seclusion of a broadcasting studio was 
not a public performance within the intent of Congress in enacting 
the copyright law. The judge added: In order to constitute a 
blic performance in the sense in which we think Congress 
tended the words—to perform publicly for profit—it is 
absolutely essential that there should be an assemblage of persons 
and an audience so congregated for the purpose of hearing what 
transpires at the place of amusement. 

The Federal Court in New Jersey last June gave an opinion 
which is exactly the opposite of that given in Cincinnati yesterday. 
Because of this conflict of decisions a number of well-known 
authors and composers are supporting a movement to bring the 
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ion on appeal before the Supreme Court at Washington. | 


decently they stated in opposition to a Bill framed to permit 
broadcasting stations to use copyright compositions without 
fecompense to composers that wireless broadcasting had last 
year lost them 50 per cent. of their ordinary royalties. 








Lord Hewart as a Judge. 


The following is from Lord Birkenhead’s article in the Sunday | 
Times, of the 27th ult., on Lord Hewart, to which we refer under 


“Current Topics ” :— 


ities of the Lord Chief Justice as a judge. And, inasmuch as 
have consistently attempted in these articles to avoid the folly 
of excessive praise, I shall make it plain that the time is not 
come when his judicial status can be measured. It was 
eed certain when he became Lord Chief Justice that he possessed 
many qualities very desirable, if not indispensable, in the holder 
of that office. He was by nature extremely courteous. He 
constantly bore in mind Bacon’s pregnant saying that ‘ a much- 
talking Judge is like an ill-tuned cymbal.’ He has never thought 
competent to form an opinion until he has heard both 

sides. And he treats members of the Junior Bar with as much 
civility as the greatest leaders who appear before him. These 
ities are all admirable, and not less conspicuous because some 

his predecessors have been mening in some of them. But he 
confined himself so far, no doubt for good reasons, to the 

of nisi prius; he has gone circuit with a frequency 

Uhusual in the case of the Lord Chief Justice ; and has thereby 
deprived himself of the opportunities always open to him, unless 
courts of first instance are overwhelmed with arrears, of 
trating his grasp of the intellectual problems of the law. 

“TI cannot doubt that, when the business of the Courts makes 
possible and expedient, he will take his place on selected 
ns as President of one of the divisions of the Court of 


Occasio 
Appeal. 


t hope that he will prove himself, even if post intervallum, 
true succession of Mansfield and Cockburn.” 


And when that day comes, and he is confronted by | 


legal problems of delicacy and complexity, I for one cherish the | 
‘ pain 








A Corporate Trustee ‘s". Family Solicitor 
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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


(Incorporated A.D. 1720) acts as 


EXECUTOR AND TRUSTEE OF WILLS 
or TRUSTEE OF SETTLEMENTS. 


Trust Funds are kept apart from the Corporation's Funds. 
THE SOLICITOR NOMINATED BY THE TESTATOR IS EMPLOYED. 








For full particulars apply to the Secretary— 
HEAD OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C.3. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 29-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1. 











Companies. 


Westminster Bank Limited. 


Provisional arrangements have been made for the absorption 
of Guernsey Commercial Banking Company, Limited, by West- 
minster Bank, Limited, as from the Ist January last, subject 
to Treasury sanction, and to the consent of the Guernsey Bank 
shareholders in general meeting. 

The arrangement between the two Banks contemplates that 
the shareholders in Guernsey Commercial ing Company, 
Limited, will receive in exchange for their 8,000 shares of £25 
each (£5 paid up) 48,000 £1 fully-paid shares of Westminster 
Bank, Limited (being at the rate of six Westminster Bank 
shares for each Guernsey Bank share, with half-year’s dividend 
to 30th June, payable Ist August next) and, in addition, £160,000 
(nominal) Inscribed 5 per cent. War Loan Stock 1929-47 (which 
is equivalent to £20 stock for each share held) carrying the half- 
year’s interest due Ist June. 

The present members of the Board of the Guernsey Bank will 
after the amalgamation, act as the Local Board of the West- 
minster Bank, which will also continue to have the services 
of the present Manager, Sub-Manager and the Staff. 

The Westminster Bank has been the London Agent of the 
Guernsey Bank, and the arrangement, therefore, makes per - 
manent a connection which has long existed. 





Midland Bank Limited. 


New DIRECTORS. 

Mr. George McBain and Mr. A. Hall Wilson, Directors of the 
North of Scotland Bank, Limited, have been appointed Directors 
of the Midland Bank Limited. 

The Right Hon. R. McKenna, Chairman of the Midland Bank, 
Limited, and Mr. Frederick Hyde, Joint Managing Directors 


ES is woonee 40 042 a word, however carchilly chou, on the | of that Bank, have been appointed Directors of the North of 


Scotland Bank, Limited. 


. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Debating Society. 


At a meeting of the Society held at The Law Society’s Hall on 
Tuesday, the 29th ult. (Chairman, Mr. J. R. Aronson), the 
subject for debate was—‘ That this House deplores the decision 
of the Government not to proceed with the scheme for estab- 
lishing a naval base at Singapore.’” Mr. J..F. Riordan opened 
in the affirmative; Mr. E, G. M. Fletcher opened in the negative. 
The following members also spoke: Messrs. W. M. Pleadwell, 
W. H. Betts, Junr., J. F. Chadwick, B. A. Beck, Herbert Shanly, 
W.S. Jones, J. M. G. Buller, and R, D.C. Graham. The opener 
having replied, and the chairman having summed up, the motion 
was carried by two votes. 





Alderman Harry Edgar Lawrence of The Nook, Belmont 
Hill, Lee, Kent, and Essex-street, Strand, W.C., solicitor, member 
of the Lewisham Council, chairman of the Blackheath Concert 
Hall board of directors, and of the London Association for the 
Care of the Mentally Defective, who died on 9th March, aged 
sixty-six, has left estate of the gross value of £49,652 (net — 
alty £48,380). He gives £250 to his clerk, William James 
















————- 
— 








Stock Exchange Prices of certain 


Trustee Securities. 


Bank Rate 4%. Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 
Thursday, 8th May. 





MIDDLE 

















INTEREST 
30th Ami YIELD. 
English Government Securities. | £s. 4. 
Consols 23% es aad. rely oe ee 563 | 4 8 0 
War Loan 5% 1929-47 ee - ++ | 100§xd.|} 419 6 
War Loan 44% 1925-45 °° oa -- | 974xd./ 412 0 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 +e 101 | 319 0 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 .. in 97 3812 6 
Funding 4% Loan 1960-90 aie -- | 883 | 411 0 
Victory 4% Bonds (available at par for | 
ee ee. ae oe | Om 14 C8 
Conversion Loan 33% 1961 or after a 774# | 410 0 
Local Loans 3% 1912 or after. . pe 664 | 411 0 
India 53% 15th January 1932... ee 1013 |5 8 O 
India 44% 1950-55 .. ‘a ba a 864 |5 4 0 
India 33% .. ee es ae ee 65}xd./5 7 0 
India3% .. oé os es ee 56 |5 7 0 
Colonial Securities. | 
British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 —.. «+ | 1123 |5 7 0 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 es ee ° 944 |415 0 
New South Wales 5% 1932-42, oe 102 |} 418 0 
New South Wales 43% 1935-45 ., ee 96 414 0 
Queensland 44% 1920-25 .. os 100 |410 0 
S. Australia 34% 1926-36 |: es phe 8 1/41 6 
Victoria 5% 1932-42 ee ee ° 101} | 418 6 
New Zealand 4% 1929 ee ee ee 953 |4 40 
Canada 3% 19388 .. - ee ee 844 | 312 0 
Cape of Good Hope 33% 1929-49 .. ° 814 | 460 
Corporation Stocks. | 
Ldn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
es. 54 412 6 
Ldn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. ee ee ee 65 412 6 
Birmingham 3% on or after 1947 at option | 
of Corpn. .. oe ee ee ee 65 | 4 12 6 
Bristol 33% 1925-65 ee ee ee 7. | 1) © 
Cardiff 34% 1935 .. se ee ee 88 |4 0 0 
Glasgow 24% 1925-40 id a ni 75xd.|3 7 0 
a 34% on or after 1942 at option 
of Corpn. Orage “ | 754 | 413 0 
Manchester 3% on or after eee $e 644 | 413 0 
Newcastle 33% irredeemable ee ee 76 6|412 0 
Nottingham 3% irredeemable oe oe 64 414 0 
Plymouth 3% 1920-60 - ¥e ee 69 oo ee 
Middlesex 0.0. 33% 1927-47 - ee | 82 45 6 


English Railway Prior Charges. 


Gt. Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. oe 86 |} 413 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Rent Charge oe 104 | 416 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Preference .. ee 1035 | 416 6 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture .. 844 (| 414 6 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 834 | 416 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% ist Preference 814 | 418 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly.4% Debenture_.. 854 | 413 6 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed . 84 |415 0 
U. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Preference "" 82 (417 6 
Southern Railway 4% Debenture ee 84 (|415 0 
Southern Railway 5% Guaranteed ee 3 | 417 O 
Southern Railway 5% Preference eo 419 0 
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Divisional Detective Inspectors Percy Savage, of F Division 
(Paddington Green), and John Gillan. Y Division (Kentish Town), 
have been appointed chief inspectors of the Criminal Investiga- 
tion Department, New Scotland Yard. Mr. Savage was responsible 
for the arrest of German spies before the war broke out, and he 
has also been engaged in many murder cases. He helped in the 
investigation of the Camberley mystery about fifteen years ago, 
the first case in which the assistance of Scotland Yard officers was 
invited by a county police authority. Mr. Gillan distinguished 
himself during the war by his success in certain confidential 
inquiries in America, and he has also been engaged in various 
important cases. 
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Legal News, 


Information Required. 


Re WILLIAM STAFFORD JOHNSON, Deceased.—Any Soligj 
who in or before January, 1919, prepared a Will for the abe 
named, late of 4, Church Row, Limehouse, London, By 
(a partner in the firm of W.S. & A. T. Johnson, Builders, of # 
same place), or. who can give any information as to its Preparation. 
or present whereabouts, is requested to communicate, withg 
delay, with Chas. G. Bradshaw & Waterson, Solicitors, 
Finsbury-square, London. 





. Dissolutions 
HUMPHREY DE LA LYNDE and ARTHUR RUSSELL Dayg 
Solicitors, 13, South-quay, Great Yarmouth (Humphrey |; 

and Davies). 17th April, 1924. 

Hueu KIRKPATRICK GRIERSON and CHARLES GEORGE IL 
Solicitors, 15, Portland-terrace, Southampton, and 95, Old 
Chirstchurch-road, Bournemouth (Lomer, Grierson & Lester), 
29th February, 1924. (Gazette, 29th April, 





General. 

Mr. Ward Coldridge, K.C., will in future practise befor 
Mr. Justice Ast bury instead of before Mr. J ustice Lawrence, 

From The Times of 26th April, 1824 :— 

Bury.—On Wednesday last Benjamin Howlett, aged 24, John 
Cheney, aged 23, and Thomas Wright and Robert Bradnum, 
aged 26, all for burglary, were executed here. in the presence of 
upwards of 14,000 persons, more than one-third of whom wer 
Supposed to be females. 


At Tower Bridge Police Court on 25th April, before Mr, Fry, 
Michael Pruden (83), Gray-street, Southwark, bird dealer, was 
summoned for having two larks in his possession which had beey 
recently taken. An inspector of the R.S.P.C.A. said that on 
14th April he saw in the defendant’s shop a number of larks in 
cages. Two of them were beating their wings against the sides 
of the cages and their heads against the tops in their efforts to be 
free. The plumage of both had the sheen of recently taken birds, 
He spoke to the defendant, who said he had owned the birds for 
many months. The wing of one lark was broken. A veteri 
surgeon said he had also examined the larks. They were very 
wild. No bird would act as these did unless it had been 
caught. Mr. Fry fined the defendant 1s. and ordered him to 
pay 42s. costs. 

Mr. John Cutler, K.C., of Addison Court-gardens, Blythe-road, 
W., and of Lincoln’s Inn, an authority on patent and trade-mark 
law, a Bencher of Lincoln’s Inn, and for some years Professor of 
Law at King’s College, London, formerly Editor of the Theatrical 
and Musical Review, who died on 19th March, aged eighty-five, 
left unsettled property of the gross value of £20,421, with ne 
personalty £20,251. He directed that his remains should be 
cremated, and that special precautions should be taken to se 
that life is extinct before such cremation, and he gave five guineas 
to the medical man taking such precautions. Subject to his 
wife’s life interest, he left : £110 to the Barristers’ Benevolent 
Society; and the ultimate residue as to one-half to King’s 
College School, Wimbledon, S.W. (where he was educated), 
John Cutler Scholarships, for which the sons of clergy of the 
Church of England shall be preferred, and one-half to Sherborne 
School, Dorset (of which his grandfather was formerly a head 
master), for similar John Cutler Scholarships, for which the sons 
of barristers shall be preferred. 





The medical correspondent of The Times Says: ‘* An investiga 
tion into the comparative hygienic merits of paper money and 
coin has recently been carried out in Berlin. The results aw 
published in the Archiv fur Hygiene. In commenting on them 
the Lancet states that ‘ infectious diseases may be spread by 
paper money more frequently than by any other article in use 
among the people.’ It was found that coined money is im 
nocyous, owing to the self-disinfecting action of the metal itself, 
and because its small, smooth surface prevents the development 
of germs. The dirtiest piece of copper is, from the standpoint of 
a bacteriologist, better than newly-issfed paper money. In 
post-war banknotes for some time in circulation up to 143,000 
bacteria were found. In pre-war notes the highest find was 





3,000 bacteria. The post-war note is, of course, much more 
frequently handled than were the notes of the pre-war period 
The notes manufactured of ‘ laid ’ paper were the worst offenders, 
as germs tend to stick to them. The investigator studied the 


vitality of the germs and found that streptococci—the germs of 
blood and other poisonings—were virulent fifty-four hours, 
enteric fever bacilli lived 11-06 


days. Dysentery germs li 





17-52 days.” 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 




















Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota, No. I. EVE. ROMER. 
..May 5 Mr. Jolly Mr. Bloxam Mr. Bloxam Mr. Hicks Beach 
eee 6 More Hicks Beach Hicks Beach Bloxam 
m, Synge Jolly Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Gepecee 8 Ritchie More Hicks Beach Bloxam 
9 Bloxam Synge Bloxam Hicks Beach 
seeeee 10 Hicks Beach Ritchie Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY. LAWRENCE. RUSSELL. TOMLIN. 
Monday ..May 5 Mr. Ritchie Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly Mr. More 
Twesday...----- 6 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
Wednesday 7 Ritchie Synge Jolly More 
Thursday......- 8 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
Eibeecee 9 Ritchie Synge Jolly More 
=; decsee 10 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
Circuits of the Judges. 
Srriva Assizes 1924. N. Eastern | NORTHERN. 
ie ———_—— 
ae " Avory, J. Acton, J. 
Commission Days. | Mr. Commissioner Talbot, J. 
Monday April 28 ESR eae TFTA Liverpool ...... 
} (Civil and Criminal) 
Monday pS > BR Re enrerampes emer. ene Manchester 
(Civil and Criminal) 
Thursday ie Os Ae bes abs | eS REPEL, Mere ty Sire Sak AS es 


| (Civil and Criminal) 








EASTER SITTINGS, 1924. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
In AppeAL Court No. I. 


Twsday, 29th April.—Exparte Applica- 


tions, Original Motions, 


Interlocutory 


Is from the Chancery and Probate 
Divorce Divisions, and, if necessary, 


Chancery Final Appeals. 
Wednesday, 30th 


April.—Final Appeals 


from the Chancery Division will be taken 


aad continued until further notice. 
In Appeal Court No. ITI. 


Tuesday, 29th April.—Exparte Applica- 


tions, Original Motions, 


interlocutory 


Appeals, and if necessary, Final Appeals 


from the King’s Bench Division. 


Wednesday, 30th April.—Final Appeals 
from the King’s Bench Division will be 
taken and continued until further notice. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
CHANCERY Court I. 

Mr. Justice EVE. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


CHaNncery Court IV. 

Mr. Justice ROMER. 
Mondays ...... Chamber Summonses. 
De cecece Companies 


list. 
Wednesdays. ... Mots and Non-wit list 
ys ....Non-wit list. 


(Winding-up,) 
Business and Non-wit 


Tancashire Business will be taken on 
Thursdays, Ist, 15th and 29th May. 


Tae 6460.4 M 
cons and non-wit li 


st. 


ots, sht caus, pets, fur 





CHANCERY Court II. 

Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 
Mondays ......Sitting in Chambers. 
Tuesdays ......Non-wit list. 
Wednesdays....Fur cons and non-wit list. 


Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 
Fridays........Mots, sht caus, pets and 
non-wit list. 
CHANCERY Court III. 


Mr. Justice P. 0. LAWRENCE. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cuase List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will 
be taken on Monday, 26th May. 

Motions in Bankruptcy will be taken on 
Mondays announced in the Daily Cause 
List. 


LORD CHANCELLOR’S COURT. 
Mr. Justice RUSSELL. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Russell 
willtake Actions with Witnesses through- 
out the Sittings. . 

Applications under Trading with the Enemy 
Acts will be heard on each Friday 
afternoon. 

CHANCERY Court V. 
Mr. Justice TOMLIN. 

Until further announcement. 

Tuesdays ...... Chamber Summonses, Mots, 

sht caus, pets, procedure 


Sy and non-wit 
ist. 

Wednesdays. ...Fur cons and non-wit list. 
Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 

Fridays. .......Mots and non-wit list. 


N.B.—The last Motion Day will be Thursday, 
5th June. 





THE COURT OF APPEAL. 


EASTER 


SITTINGS, 


FROM THE CHANCERY 


DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1923. 


Re Woosnam, dec Beevor 


v 


ee, Berton & Co 
Re , Infants re Guardian- 


of Infants Act, 1886 
May 5 


not 





1924, 
1924. 

Weinberg v Balkan Sobraine Cig- 
arettes ld 

Jacobs v Batavia & General Plan- 
tations Trust Id 

A H Selwyn Id v Baker 

Kelly & ors v Barrett 

Re J. 8. MacDougall, dec Cooke 
v MacDougall & ors 





JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


British Thomson - Houston Co Id 
v British Insulated & Helsby 
Cables ld (pt hd) 

Re Hope Eastwood v Hope and 


ors 

The Trustee of the property of 
Ellis & Co v Johnson 

Companies 
Intermediate Equipments ld Re 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908 

Companies (Winding Up) Re 
Extended Extension Id Re 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908 

Companies (Winding Up) Re 
South Eastern Coalfields Exten- 
sion ld Re Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908 

Att-Gen v Westminster City Council 

Re Everest Pickering v Everest 
and ors 

York Corpn v Henry Letham and 


Sons Id | 


Re F. H. Mules, dec Paine v King 
and anr 

Deuchar v The Gas Light & Coke 
Co, 

British Oxygen Co ld v The Maine 
Lighting Co 


(Winding Up) Re | 
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1922. 
For Hearing. 

Clear & Co. Id (Sellers) v Bloch (part 
heard, restored Feb. 6, 1923, s.o. 
for Attorney-Gen.) 

Same v Same (restored Feb. 6, 1923, 
s.o. for Attorney-Gen.) 

1923. 

Re Agricultural Holdings Acts Fay 
& ors (Tenants) v Williamson & 
anr (s.o. pending decision in 
House of Lords) 

| The Buranda Steamship Co Id v 

Royal Commission on Wheat 

Supply Charterers s.s. “* Buranda” 

(remitted to Arbitrator July 25) 

' The Ard Steamers Id v Same s.s. 

| *‘ Ardgoil” 

| Same v Same s.s. “ Ardgowan ” 





| Revenue Wilcock, H.M. Inspector — 


| of Taxes v Pinto & Co 

| Chartered Trust & Executor Co v 
| London Scottish Assce Corpn Id 
| Cross-app by Pltfis (not before 


| May 10) 

| Revenue Attorney-Gen v Aramayo 
|  & ors 

| Revenue CLEccott, Inspector of 


Taxes v Aramayo 


The Municipality of the City of Attorney-Gen v Forsikringsaktie- 


Buenos Aires v Baring Bros & Co 
Id 

Re Griffiths, dec Thomas v Hughes 

Re Finlay Faber v The Official 
Receiver & ors 

Edward Young & Co ld v Grierson, 
Oldham & Co Id 

Re Railways Act, 1921 Re The 
Absorption of the Brighton and 
Dyke Ry Co by the Southern 
Ry Co 

FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy). 

Re A Debtor (No. 1,705 of 1923) 
Expte The Debtor v The Petition- 
ing Creditor & The Official 
Receiver 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE 
COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List). 

1924. 

Re Atkinson Atkinson v Weight- 

man & ors 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
(Interlocutory List). 

1924. 

Re J S MacDougall Cooke v 
MacDougall & ors (to come on 

with Final Appeal) 

The British Thomson-Houston Co 
ld v The Commercial Electric Co 
Id & ors (8.0. to fix a day) 

Baron Reitzes de Marienwert v 
Administrator of Austrian Pro- 
perty 
FROM THE PROBATE AND 

DIVORCE DIVISIONS. 
(Final List.) 
1924. 


selskabet National (of Copen- 
hagen) (s.o. for Attorney-Gen) 

The Controller of the Clearing Office 
v Edwards & Co (Bread Street) Id 
(s.o. for Attorney-Gen.) 

Revenue Avelino Aramayo & Co v 
Ogston 

The King (Nail Making Machines 
ld) v Mayor, &c. of Poole 

Lunz v Debenhams Id 

1924. : 

The King v Roberts (expte Scurr) 

The King v Roberts, expte Whit- 
worth & ors 

Re Petn of Right of Thomas & John 
Brocklebank Id 

The Sheet Iron Workers & Light 
Platers Soc & ors v. The Boiler- 
makers & Iron & Steel Ship- 
builders Soc 

Mann v Defferary 

Re The Railways Act, 1921 Re 
the absorption of the South York- 
shire Junction Ry Co by the 
L& NE Ry Co 

Dodd & ors v Cannon 

Drakers ld v David King ld 

Dunlop Bros & Co v E D Sassoon 
& Co Id 

Mathie v Argonaut Marine Insce Co 
Id 


Re Agricultural Holding Acts 
Powell v Laybourne 

Corry & Co v Kelway & Son 

Strickland v Palmer 

Parkinson v Robinson 

H M Postmaster-Gen v Beck & 
Pollitzer 

Sutcliffe v Clients Investment Co Id 

Pochin v Graves 

Gott v Speizer 

H A Brightman & Co (Owners) v 
Bange-y-born ld (restored to List 
March 11) 





Divorce Legg v Legg & Landolf 
Divorce Kisby v Kisby & Nash 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
For Judgment. 
Heard before Bankes, Warrington 
& Scrutton, L.JJ. 
Harnett v Bond & anr (c.a.v. 
April 15) 
Same v Same (c.a.v. April 15) | 


Roscoe, T & H v British ‘Coal 
Exports 

Societe d’Avances Commerciales 
(Societe Anonyme Egyptienne) v 
Merchants’ Marine Insce Co Id 

A E Smith & Son v Thompson & 
McKay & Co ld 

Goldman v Cox 

Revenue Glanvill, Enthoven & Co 
v Commrs of Inland Revenue 

The Engineering Equipment Co 
(1919) Id v, Barrett and Maxwell 
(security ordered April 16) 








Set. 
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Stock Exchange Prices of certain 


Trustee Securities. 


Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 
Thursday, 8th May. 


Bank Rate 4%. 




















MIDDLE INTEREST 
ICE. 
sth April. YIELD. 
English Government Securities. £5. 4d 
Consols 24% os mae ee ee 66; |4 8 0 
War Loan 5% 1929-47 we os -- | 100gxd.| 419 6 
War Loan 43% 1925-45 .. os oe 97ixd.| 412 0 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 .. ee 1014 |319 0O 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 .. - 97 |312 6 
Funding 4% Loan 1960-90 ae -- | 88% | 411 0 
Victory 4% Bonds (available at par for | 
Estate Duty) ee ae es ee 923 |4 6 6 
Conversion Loan 3}% 1961 or after es 7748 | 410 O 
Local Loans 3% 1912 or after ee os 664 (| 411 0 
India 53% 15th January 1932 ee ee 1013 5 8 0 
India 44% 1950-55 .. ee és ee 86} | 5 4 0 
India 34% .. ee ee ee ee 65}xd./5 7 0 
India3%  .. oe es oe ee 56 |5 7 0 
Colonial Securities. | 
British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 ee oe 1123 |6 7 0 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 - ee ee 944 |415 0 
New South Wales 5% 1932-42 _ .. oe 1022 | 418 0 
New South Wales 44% 1935-45 .. oe 96 |414 0 
Queensland 44% 1920-25 .. oe oe 100 | 410 0 
S. Australia 34% 1926-36 .. ee ee 86 |4 1 6 
Victoria 5% 1932-42 ee oe «> | 1014 | 418 6 
New Zealand 4% 1929 ee ee ° 953 4 4 0 
Canada 3% 1988 .. os oe ee 844 |312 0 
Cape of Good Hope 33% 1929-49 .. ee 814 | 4 6 0 
} 
Corporation Stocks. 
Ldn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at | 
option of Corpn. .. ee ee ee 64 |412 6 
Ldn. Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. we ee ee 6 |412 6 
Birmingham 3% on or after 1947 at option | 
of Corpn. .. ie ba ae an 65 | 412 6 
Bristol 34% 1925-65 - - - 77 | 411 0 
Cardiff 34% 1935 .. oe ee oe 88 |4 0 0 
Glasgow 24% 1925-40 oa ee oe 75xd.|3 7 0 
aah va 34% on or after 1942 at option | 
of Corpn. ee o° ee 754 | 413 0 
Manchester 3% on or after 1941 .. ee 644 | 413 0 
Newcastle 3}% irredeemable oe ee 76 |412 O 
Nottingham 3% irredeemable 6 ee 64 414 0 
Plymouth 3% 1920-60 - ae ee 69 é <.f 
Middlesex 0.0. 33% 1927-47 es ee 4 5 6 


i? 9] 
to 


English Railway Prior Charges. 


Gt. Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. ee 86 13 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Rent Charge ee 104 16 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Preference .. ee 1034 16 6 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture .. 844 14 6 


L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Ist Preference 





L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Debenture so | 868 13 6 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. | 84 15 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Preference ee 82 17 6 
Southern Railway 4% Debenture ee 84 15 0 
Southern Railway 5% Guaranteed ee 163 17 0 

0 


Southern Railway 5% Preference 


ie 3) 

— 

oe 
ee 

ie *) 

oo 


ae 
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Divisional Detective Inspectors Percy Savage, of F Division 
(Paddington Green), and John Gillan, Y Division (Kentish Town), 
have been appointed chief inspectors of the Criminal Investiga- 
tion Department, New Scotland Yard. Mr. Savage was responsible 
for the arrest of German spies before the war broke out, and he 
has also been engaged in many murder cases. He helped in the 
investigation of the Camberley mystery about fifteen years ago, 
the first case in which the assistance of Scotland Yard officers was 
invited by a county police authority. Mr. Gillan distinguished 
himself during the war by his success in certain confidential 
inquiries in America, and he has also been engaged in various 
important cases. 
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Legal News. 


Information Required. 
Re WILLIAM STAFFORD JOHNSON, Deceased.—Any Solicig 


who in or before January, 1919, prepared a Will for the abo 
named, late of 4, Church Row, Limehouse, London, Builds 
(a partner in the firm of W. S. & A. T. Johnson, Builders, of 
same place), or. who can give any information as to its preps 
or present whereabouts, is requested to communicate, with 
delay, with Chas. G. Bradshaw & Waterson, Solicitors, of 1% 
Finsbury-square, London. 






















; Dissolutions 


HUMPHREY DE LA LYNDE and ARTHUR RUSSELL Da 
Solicitors, 13, South-quay, Great Yarmouth (Humphrey Ly 
and Davies). 17th April, 1924. 

HvuGuH KIRKPATRICK GRIERSON and CHARLES GEORGE LESTER, 
Solicitors, 15, Portland-terrace, Southampton, and 95, OM 
Chirstchurch-road, Bournemouth (Lomer, Grierson & Lester 
29th February, 1924. (Gazette, 29th April, 









General. Sram As 
Mr. Ward Coldridge, K.C., will in future practise befon#— 
Mr. Justice Astbury instead of before Mr. Justice Lawrence. Commiss 
From The Times of 26th April, 1824 :— ——— 
Bury.—On Wednesday last Benjamin Howlett, aged 24, Johp HJ Monday 
Cheney, aged 23, and Thomas Wright and Robert Bradnum, 
aged 26, all for burglary, were executed here, in the presence gf Monday 
upwards of 14,000 persons, more than one-third of whom wep 
supposed to be females. Thursday 
At Tower Bridge Police Court on 25th April, before Mr, Fry, 
Michael Pruden (83), Gray-street, Southwark, bird dealer, was = 
summoned for having two larks in his possession which had been 
recently taken. An inspector of the R.S.P.C.A. said that on 
14th April he saw in the defendant’s shop a number of larks in col 
cages. Two of them were beating their wings against the side Ix A 
of the cages and their heads against the tops in their efforts to be 9 twsiay, 29 
free. The plumage of both had the sheen of recently taken binds, tions, tn 
He spoke to the defendant, who said he had owned the birds for Divorc 
many months. The wing of one lark was broken. A veterinary Chancery | 
surgeon said he had also examined the larks. They were very 9 Wednesday, 
wild. No bird would act as these did unless it had been reeently opal 
caught. Mr. Fry fined the defendant ls. and ordered him to 
pay 42s. costs. alle 
Tuesday, 29 


Mr. John Cutler, K.C., of Addison Court-gardens, Blythe-road, 
W.., and of Lincoln’s Inn, an authority on patent and trade-mark Appeals, a 
law, a Bencher of Lincoln’s Inn, and for some years Professor P 
Law at King’s College, London, formerly Editor of the Theatrical  omgrel 


and Musical Review, who died on 19th March, aged eighty-five, taken and 
left unsettled property of the gross value of £20,421, with ne —_ 
personalty £20,251. He directed that his remains should k , 


cremated, and that special precautions should be taken to se 
that life is extinct before such cremation, and he gave five guineas 
to the medical man taking such precautions. Subject to his 


wife’s life interest, he left: £110 to the Barristers’ Benev Except whe 

Society; and the ultimate residue as to one-half to Kings al 

College School, Wimbledon, S.W. (where he was educated), Sittings. 

John Cutler Scholarships, for which the sons of clergy of the ‘ 

Church of England shall be preferred, and one-half to Sherborne CH 

School, Dorset (of which his grandfather was formerly a Mr 

master), for similar John Cutler Scholarships, for which the sons ar “ 

of barristers shall be preferred. 7S .. 
The medical correspondent of The Times says: ‘‘ An investiga Wednesday 

tion into the comparative hygienic merits of paper money and Thursdays 

coin has recently been carried out in Berlin. The results ar Lancashi: 

published in the Archiv fur Hygiene. In commenting on them a, 

the Lancet states that ‘ infectious diseases may be spread ie 

paper money more frequently than by any other article in u® 

among the people.’ It was found that coined money is 

nocyous, owing to the self-disinfecting action of the metal itself, 

and because its small, smooth surface prevents the development 

of germs. The dirtiest piece of copper is, from the standpoint of 

a bacteriologist, better than newly-issted paper money. FRO! 


post-war banknotes for some time in circulation up to 143,000 
bacteria were found. In pre-war notes the highest find was 
3,000 bacteria. The post-war note is, of course, much mote 
frequently handled than were the notes of the pre-war pe 
The notes manufactured of ‘ laid’ paper were the worst offenders, 
as germs tend to stick to them. The investigator studied the 
vitality of the germs and found that streptococci—the germs 
blood and other poisonings—were virulent fifty-four hours, 
enteric fever bacilli lived 11-96 days. Dysentery germs lve 
17-52 days.” 
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Mr. Bloxam 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. L. EVE. ROMER. 


Mr. Bloxam Mr. Hicks Beach 














Sa More Hicks Beach Hicks Beach Bloxam 
© Synge Jolly Bloxam Hicks Beach 
ves oe 8 Ritchie More Hicks Beach Bloxam 
9 Bloxam Synge Bloxam Hicks Beach 
iss» 10 Hicks Beach Ritchie Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY. LAWRENCE. RUSSELL. TOMLIN. 
Monday ..May 5 Mr. Ritchie Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly Mr. More 
Twesday....---- 6 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
Wednesday .... 7 Ritchie Synge Jolly More 
Twursday.....-- 8 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
Priday......-- 9 Ritchie Synge Jolly More 
pos cease 10 Synge Ritchie More Jolly 
Circuits of the Judges. 
§prina AssizEs 1924. N. Eastern | NORTHERN. 
Avory, J. Acton, J. 


Mr. Commissioner 


Talbot, J. 





Commission Days. | 
| 





Meeay «—- April 28 jo. cc cccc es cccccascccetforeees Liverpool ...... 
} (Civil and Criminal) 

Monday May 12 , adeeb sadn’ av ecaisWebeers Manchester 
(Civil and Criminal) 

Thursday ee | eco BOOED a6. 5.0.06, 0:5 bu urine 06 Us eee gale decoy 6 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
In AppeAL Court No. I. 

Twsday, 29th April—Exparte Applica- 

tins, Original Motions, Interlocutory 

ls from the Chancery and Probate 

Divorce Divisions, and, if necessary, 
Chancery Final Appeals. 

Wednesday, 30th April.—Final Appeals 
from the Chancery Division will be taken 
and continued until further notice. 

IN ApPEAL Court No. II. 

Tuesday, 29th April—Exparte Applica- 
tions, Original Motions, interlocutory 
Appeals, and if necessary, Final Appeals 
from the King’s Bench Division. a 

Wednesday, 30th April.—Final Appeals 
from the King’s Bench Division will be 
taken and continued until further notice. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
CHANCERY Court I. 

Mr. Justice EVE. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 


CHANCERY Court IV. 
Mr. Justice ROMER. 


Mondays ...... Chamber Summonses. 
Tuesdays ...... Companies (Winding-up,) 
 - and Non-wit 
ist. 
Wednesdays... .Mots and Non-wit list. 
Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 
Tancashire Business will be taken on 
Thursdays, ist, 15th and 29th May. 
Re Mots, sht caus, pets, fur 
cons and non-wit list. 








CHANCERY Court II. 
Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 


Mondays ...... Sitting in Chambers. 
Tuesdays ......Non-wit list. 

Wednesdays. ...Fur cons and non-wit list. 
Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 
Fridays........Mots, sht caus, pets and 


non-wit list. 
CHANCERY Court III. 
Mr. Justice P. O. LAWRENCE. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cuase List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will 
be taken on Monday, 26th May. 

Motions in Bankruptcy will be taken on 
Mondays announced in the Daily Cause 
List. 

LORD CHANCELLOR’S COURT. 
Mr. Justice RUSSELL. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Russell 
willtake Actions with Witnesses through- 
out the Sittings., 

Applications under Trading with the Enemy 
Acts will be heard on each Friday 
afternoon. 

CHANCERY Court V. 
Mr. Justice TOMLIN. 
Until further announcement. 
Tuesdays ...... Chamber Summonses, Mots, 


sht caus, pets, procedure 
aes and non-wit 
ist. 


Wednesdays. ...Fur cons and non-wit list. 

Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 

Fridays........Mots and non-wit list. 

N.B.—The last Motion Day will be Thursday, 
5th June. 





THE COURT 


OF APPEAL. 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1924, 
FROM THE CHANCERY 1924. 
Dey ISION. Weinberg v Balkan Sobraine Cig- 
(Final List.) arettes Id 
1923. Jacobs v Batavia & General Plan- 
Re Woosnam, dec Reever x tations Trust Id 


» Burton & Co 
Re ison, Infants re Guardian- 
of Infants Act, 1886 not 
May 5 





A H Selwyn Id v Baker 

Kelly & ors v Barrett 

Re J. 8. MacDougall, dec Cooke 
v MacDougall & ors 


prarastinerfieraae es 








SCO OSE OS A TK ST TD 


British Thomson - Houston Co Id 
v British Insulated & Helsby 
Cables Id (pt hd) 

Re Hope Eastwood v Hope and 


ors 

The Trustee of the property of 
Ellis & Co v Johnson 

Companies (Winding Up) Re 
Intermediate Equipments ld Re 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908 

Companies (Winding Up) Re 
Extended Extension Id Re 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908 

Companies (Winding Up) Re 
South Eastern Coalfields Exten- 
sion ld Re Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908 

Att-Gen v Westminster City Council 

Re Everest Pickering v Everest 
and ors 


York Corpn v Henry Letham and | 


JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Sons Id | 
Re F. H. Mules, dec Paine v King | 


and anr 


Deuchar v The Gas Light & Coke 


Co. 

British Oxygen Co ld v The Maine 
Lighting Co 

The Municipality of the City of 
Buenos Aires v Baring Bros & Co 
ld 

Re Griffiths, dee Thomas v Hughes 

Re Finlay Faber v The Official 
Receiver & ors 

Edward Young & Co ld v Grierson, 
Oldham & Co Id 

Re Railways Act, 1921 Re The 
Absorption of the Brighton and 
Dyke Ry Co by the Southern 
Ry Co 

FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy). 

Re A Debtor (No. 1,705 of 1923) 
Expte The Debtor v The Petition- 
ing Creditor & The Official 
Receiver 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE 
COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List). 

1924. 

Re Atkinson Atkinson v Weight- 

man & ors 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
(Interlocutory List). 

1924. 

Re J S MacDougall Cooke v 
MacDougall & ors (to come on 

with Final Appeal) 

The British Thomson-Houston Co 
ld v The Commercial Electric Co 
ld & ors (s.0. to fix a day) 

Baron Reitzes de Marienwert v 
Administrator of Austrian Pro- 
perty 
FROM THE PROBATE AND 

DIVORCE DIVISIONS. 
(Final List.) 
1924. 





Divorce Legg v Legg & Landolf 
Divorce Kisby v Kisby & Nash 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
For Judgment. 

Heard before Bankes, Warrington 
& Scrutton, L.JJ. 

Harnett v Bond & anr (c.a.v. 
April 15) 

Same v Same (c.a.v. April 15) | 
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1922. 
For Hearing. 

Clear & Co. ld (Sellers) v Bloch (part 
heard, restored Feb. 6, 1923, 8.0. 
for Attorney-Gen.) 

Same v Same (restored Feb. 6, 1923, 
s.o. for Attorney-Gen.) 

1923. 

Re Agricultural Holdings Acts Fay 
& ors (Tenants) v Williamson & 
anr (s.o. pending decision in 
House of Lords) 

The Buranda Steamship Co Id v 
Royal Commission on Wheat 
Supply Charterers s.s. ““ Buranda” 
(remitted to Arbitrator July 25) 

The Ard Steamers ld v Same s.s. 
“* Ardgoil” 

Same v Same s.s. “ Ardgowan ” 

Revenue Wilcock, H.M. Inspector 
of Taxes v Pinto & Co 

Chartered Trust & Executor Co v 
London Scottish Assce Corpn Id 

Cross-app by Pltfis (not before 
May 10) 

Revenue Attorney-Gen v Aramayo 
& ors 

Revenue Eccott, Inspector of 
Taxes v Aramayo 

Attorney-Gen v_ Forsikringsaktie- 
selskabet National (of Copen- 
hagen) (s.o. for Attorney-Gen) 

The Controller of the Clearing Office 
v Edwards & Co (Bread Street) Id 
(s.o. for Attorney-Gen.) 

Revenue Avelino Aramayo & Co v 
Ogston 

The King (Nail Making Machines 
ld) v Mayor, &c. of Poole 

Lunz v Debenhams Id 

1924. 

The King v Roberts (expte Scurr) 

The King v Roberts, expte Whit- 
worth & ors 

Re Petn of Right of Thomas & John 
Brocklebank Id 

The Sheet Iron Workers & Light 
Platers Soc & ors v. The Boiler- 
makers & Iron & Steel Ship- 
builders Soc 

Mann v Defferary 

Re The Railways Act, 1921 Re 
the absorption of the South York- 
shire Junction Ry Co by the 
L& NE Ry Co 

Dodd & ors v Cannon 

Drakers ld v David King ld 

Dunlop Bros & Co v E D Sassoon 
& Cold 

Mathie v Argonaut Marine Insce Co 
ld 


Re Agricultural Holding Acts 
Powell v Laybourne 

Corry & Co v Kelway & Son 

Strickland v Palmer 

Parkinson v Robinson 

H M Postmaster-Gen v Beck & 
Pollitzer 

Sutcliffe v Clients Investment Co Id 

Pochin v Graves 

Gott v Speizer 

H A Brightman & Co (Owners) v 
Bange-y-born Id (restored to List 
March 11) 

Roscoe, T & H v British ‘Coal 
Exports 


| Societe d’Avances Commerciales 


(Societe Anonyme Egyptienne) v 
Merchants’ Marine Insce Co Id 


| A E Smith & Son v Thompson & 


McKay & Co ld 

Goldman v Cox 

Revenue Glanvill, Enthoven & Co 
v Commrs of Inland Revenue 

The Engineering Equipment Co 
(1919) Id v, Barrett and Maxwell 
(security ordered April 16) 
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| 
Howlett v Shaw, Savill & Albion Co | 


Id 

Revenue The Commrs of Inland 
Revenue v The New York and 
Pacific Steamship Co Id 

Watts v Simmons 

Durnford v Baker 

Rimalt v Cartwright 

Plaford v Rose 

Abrahams v A E Gains & Sons 

Revenue Commrs_ of 
Revenue v A Stott & Sons Id 

Revenue Fleming v Wilkinson 

Revenue Same v Commrs of Inland 
Revenue 

Evans v Norway House ld & Robert 
Young Construction Co Id 

Morrison, Pollexfen & Blair Id v 
A E Ralph & Co Id 

Manches v Goldberg ld & ors 

D & T G Adams v Dessen & Co Id 


Inland | 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 

(Final List). 

Nautical Assessors. 

1924. 

Christel Vinnen—1923—Folio 266 

Owners of Cargo now or lately on 
board Auxiliary Motor Ship 
“Christel Vinnen” v Owners of 
Auxiliary Motor Ship “ Christel 
Vinnen ” 

Same v Same 


With 


| Orita—1924—Folio 79 
| The Pacific Steam Navigation Co 


v The Mersey Docks and Harbour 
Board 


| Melanie—1918—Folio 280 


Revenue Thew (Inspector of Taxes) | 


v The South West Africa Co ld 

P Phipps & Co v Rogers 

Monk v Whiteman 

Wertheimer & White ld v Lazarus 

Arthrude Press Id v Eagle Star and 
British Dominions Insce Co ld 

Raper v Hayward 

Hopkins v A D Langid 

Spry v Kent Educational Com- 
mittee & ors 

Barber v Permanol Id & anr 

Ling v Stringer 

T Beynon & Co ld v Suzuki & Co 

Revenue Commrs of Inland 
Revenue v Dale Steamship Co Id 

Crawshaw v Speights Id (re Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889) 

Darlington Forge ld v The King 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

1924. 


Sea Insce Co ld v The Russia Insce 
Co of Petrograd 


(s.o. March 5) 
Same v Same 


The Munson Steamship Line v Lunn 


& ors 
Knifton v Overland & anr 
Cazaubon v Woodbridge & Co ld 


Alliance Bank of Simla v Williams, | 


Henry & Co ld 
Simpson v Batey 


(Employers’ | 
Liability Assce Corpn, Garnishees) | 


| Owners of 


Bjornstad & anr v The Ouse Ship. | 
building Co Id (re Arbitration | 


Act, 1889) 


Anglo Polish Steamship Line Id v | 


Vickers ld & ors 
Ellison v Roden 
Vestarhis v Webb 
Hewitt v Rowlanes 
Maude & anr v Griffith 


APPEALS, 
Re the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1923. 
Henderson clmt v The 
Secretary for Ireland 


Burke v Same (s.0. pending decision 
in No. 1) 


Owners of s.s. San Onifie v Owners 
of s.s. Melanie 

Robina—1923—Folio 324 

Owners of s.s. Meepo v Owners of 
s.s. Robina 


Without Nautical Assessors. 
Tubantia—1923—Folio 351 


| Sippe & ors v The Ayeready Salvage 


& Towage Co Id & ors 

Coahoma County—1923—Folio 169 

United States Shipping Board v 
Falmouth Docks and Engineering 
Co 

Hamlet—1923—Folio 700 

Owners of Danish s.s. Hamlet v 
T P Jordeson & Co Id 

(Interlocntory List). 

Zelo—1920—Folio 814 

Maritime Saloors ld v The Pelton 
Steamship Co Id 

Apsleyhall—1 924—Folio 174 

s.s. “Tharros” v 

Owners of s.s “‘ Apsleyhall ” 


IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COM- 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906. 

(From County Courts). 
1924. 

Briggs v The Gandy Belt Manu- 
facturing Co Id (County Court, 
Cheshire, Birkenhead) 

Maund v Barton (County Court, 
Warwickshire, Birmingham) 


| Costello v Brown (County Court, 


Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull) 
Evans v H.M. Postmaster-Gen 
(County Court, Kent, Greenwich) 
Higman v Richard Thomas & Co ld 
(County Court, Carmarthenshire) 
Williams v l rank Kay Bros (County 
Court, Lancashire, Bolton) 
Lear v Smith (County Court, 
Gloucestershire, Bristol) 


| Standing in the “Abated” List. 


| Re 


Chief | 


The Carlow County Council v Same | 
The Tyrone County Council v Same | 


(s.o. pending decision in No. 3) 
Blyth Harbour Commissioners v 
e Treasury 
1924. 
Commercial & Estates Co of Egypt 
v Board of Trade 


FROM THE CHANCERY 

DIVISION. 

(Final List). 
Shipperdson’s Will Trusts 
Stephens v Knaresborough (s.o. 
generally Oct. 15, 1923) 

In re Peil’s Settlement James v 
Clare & ors (8.0, generally Oct. 16, 
1923) 

(In Bankruptcy). 

Re a Debtor (expte The Debtor), 
No. 246 of 1917 (ordered to 
“Abated List” by C.A., 
April 23, 1920) 


| Re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 


| 


t 


The Petitioning Creditor and the 
Official Receiver), No. 889 of 1921 
(on Nov. 4, 1921, adjd. over trial 
of action in Court of first instance) 





FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 


(Final and New Trie] List.) 
Revenue v Bourne & Hollingsworth 
v Commrs of Inland Revenue (s.0. 
generally, Nov. 29, 1922 
H A Brightman & Co (Owners) v 





May 3, 1 


Bange-y-born Id (s.0. gene 


Dee. 14) Bt Wiginto 
Smith v Lloyd (s.0. generally, Noy, ti 
2 ; 


(Interlocutory List). 
South London Manufacturing Co iq 
v Noble (s.0. generally, Oct, 15) 
Stoffell v Cater (s.o. Jan. 14) 


N.B.—The above List contains Chancery. Palatine and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to April 17th, 1924, 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1924. 
Notices RevatTine TO THE CHANCERY CAUSE LIST. 


Mr. Justice Eve.—Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Sittings. 


Mr. Justice Astnury will take his Business as announced in the Easter 


Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence.—Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout 


the Sittings. 


Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on Monday, the 


26th May. 


Mr. Justice Russetyt.—On each Friday afternoon, Summonses under 


the Trading with the Enemy Act will be taken. 


Subject thereto Actions 


with Witnesses will be heard throughout the Sittings. 
Mr. Justice Romer will take his Business as announced in the Easter 


Sittings Paper. 


Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Romer will take 
Lancashire Business on Thursdays, the Ist, 15th and 29th May. 
Mr. Justice Tomurn will take his Business as announced in the Easter 


Sittings Paper. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice AsTBuRY and 
Mr. Justice RoMER will sit in Court every Monday during the Sittings to 


hear Chamber Summonses. 


Mr. Justice Tomi will hear Chamber Summonses on Tuesdays. 

Summonses adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be heard 
by Mr. Justice AstpurRy, Mr. Justice Romer and Mr. Justice Tomi. 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 


the Easter Sittings Paper. 


Notice witH REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY Witness LisTs. 
During the Easter Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 


Actions as follows :— 


Mr. Justice Eve will take the Witness List for Eve and Romer, JJ. 
Mr. Justice P. O. LAwRENcE will take the Witness List for AsTBurY 


and P. O. Lawrence, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Russet will take the Witness List for Russet. and 


Tomuix, JJ. 


Chancery Causes for Trial or 
Hearing. 

Set down to April 17th, 1924. 
Before Mr. Justice Ever. 
Retained Matters. 

Adjourned Summonses. 
Re Talbot, dec Custance v 
Molineaux (s.0.g.) 

Re Morley, dec Giles v Morley 
(s.0. to April 30) 
Re Luscombe, dec 
Wauthier 

Re Scott, dec 
Re Brandauer, 
Tyler 
Re Davidson, 
Emerson 
Re Rastrick, dec Levett v Rastrick 
Stephens v Jemini 
Petition. 
Re Sheffield Steel Products Id 
Harris v The Company (s.0.) 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
South Coast Land & Resort Co Id v 
Wagstaff 
Grant v Major & Co ld (fixed for 
May 5) 
Callow v Parfitt 
Hall v Boret pt. hd. (s.o. to April 30) 
Bindley v Smith 
Public Trustee v Montgomery 
Willie v Kinsey 


Luscombe v 


Nicoll v Geere 
dec Thomas v 


dec Emerson v 





Wright v United Cigarette Machine 
Co ld (security ordered) 

Ford Motor Co (England) ld ¥ 
Stenophone Accessories (1921) Id 
(fixed for May 13) 

Re J R Read.dec Gilchrist v Read 

Shaw v A Burnet & Co 

Joseph Rodgers & Sons ld ¥ 


gers . 
British Thomson-Houston Co Md 
v Horn & anr 
Goemaere v Sales (security ordered) 
Fryer v Fryer . 
Logan v Lyons (not before May 19) _ 
Re Companies (C) Act, 1908 & re 
M & B Cinemas Id 
Re Companies (C) Act, 1908 & 
G Stanley & Co ld 
Remnant v Baxter 
Clinch v E J & W Goldsmith : 
Hales v Wingfield (not before July1) © 
Hales v Thornton Butterworth ld 
(not before July 1) J 
7 v The Black Rock Quarries 


= 
Cox v Cox 
Halford v Blum 
Machell v Musgrave 
Ridley v Steer 
Nichols v Allison 
Garbett v Friend 
Rosin v Maundrell 
Last v Chappell 
Fletcher v The Economic Building 


Corporation Id 





ION. 


1 in the 
hout the 


e Easter 


ivertised 
roughout 


day, the 


Sunder 
- Actions 


e Easter 
ill take 
> Easter 
TRY and 
tings to 


be heard 
LIN. 
tated in 


Witness 


JJ. 
STBURY 


LL and 
Machine 


) dy 
921) Id 


t v Read 
Id + 
Co ld 

dered} 


ay 19) 
8 & re 


S&re wt 


L F 
orth Id 


uarries : 


nilding 


“Way 3, 1924 


—-., d Fletcherld vSame * 


fet Council 
a ld v Guthrie 


ton v Sevenoaks Urban Dis- | 


Chancery Division. 
Petitions. 


In the Matter of Letters Patent 


n Oil Co ld v A E Bennett | 


+00 
E Bennett & Co’s Trade Mark 


No 407733 re Trade Marks Acts, 


1905 to 1919 
fe Vacuum Oil Co’s ld Trade Mark 


No. 10413 of 1909 and No. 9276 
of 1909 (fixed for May 13) 


|. Re J J Hood & A G Salamon Letters 


' 


No 411625 re Trade Marks Acts, | 


1905 to 1919 
fistings v Hastings 
Pritchard v Arter 

tes v Senior 

h Thomson-Houston Co Id 
y Naamlooze Vennootschap 


Gioeilampenfabrieken 
fame v Irradiant Lamp Works ld 


Patent No 16617 of 1918 (fixed 
for July 4) 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


| Hele v Aman pt. hd. (s.o.) 
| Ellis, Hands & Dean Id v Hands & 


Dean (fixed for April 30) 


Adjourned Summonses. 


| Re Betts, dec Friend v Betts pt. hd. 


(s.0.g.) 


Re Whitcombe’s Trusts Moore v 


& ors 
fame v Northern Steel & Hardware 


Co Id 
fame v Incandescent Fittings Co 


lamp Co Id 
ume v Armature Repair Co 
vy Smith 
on v Healing 
Indley v Muzeen 
fuacs v Hoar 
Thomson-Houston Co Id 
yAuto Balbs Ide& ors 
v Smith & Cookson 


Co 
vy Childs 
fume v The Midget Lamp Co ld 
vCalphos Electrical Co ld 
oft v Mount 
et oe Stores Id vy C&A 


it 
v Hulton Mount Estate 
Electricity Engineering Works 
he Richmond Gas Stove & Meter 
(ov Stoves Id 
men v Ely 
Typewriter Co ld v Charlton 
0 tive Construction Co ld v 
odward 
Tar Bridge Co v Toms 
ing v Davies 
v Guest 
v Murray 
er v Townsley 
ood v Underwood 
Companies (C) Act, 1908 re 
GStanley & Cold 
Morton & Clayton Id v 


v Barclav’s Bank Id 
E Fynsong, dec Fynsong v 


v Morgan-Jones 
v Terry 

lazare Drut’s Patent re Patents 
& Designs Acts 

es Rousset’s Patent re Patents 
t Designs Acts 

v Stoddart 
seal 's a te Trusts Adam 


PMacGill, ae Higgins v MacGill 
d v The Dairy Supply Co ld 
v Thomas 
n Counties Reversionary & 
investment Co Id v Spiers 
v Burton 
n v Brooks 


llarles Goodall & Sons ld v John 


Waddington Id 
ninster Bank Id v Barker 
Co Id 


Before Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 
Retained Matters. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petition. 
Calloose Tin Mines ld (to be 
ientioned April 29) 


Public Trustee pt. hd. (s.o.) 
Re Gibb, dec Robinson v Gibb pt. 
hd. (s.0.g.) 


| Re Sanders, dec Sanders v Herapath 
fume v Anti-Vibration Electric | 


(pt. hd.) 


| Re Dickson, dec Mott v Dickson pt. 


hd. (s.0.g.) 


| Re Robertson’s Settlement Cash v 


Vickers (s.o.g.) 


' Re Willmott’s Patents re Patents 


| Re Bayly, dec 


& Designs Acts (to fix a day) 
Prowse v Guy (to 
come on with fur. con.) 


| Re Ricketts, dec Stroud v Totten- 
vy The Weston Electric Lamp | 


ham 


| Re FH E Crowe, dec Crowe v Crowe 


(to come on with a petition) 

Re Grist, dec Garside v Grist 

Re Lillywhite, dec re Judicial 
Trustee Act, 1896 

Re Bell,dec Rankin v Bell 


| Re D N Howell, dec Howell v 


Howell 
Re Piqou & Ryan’s Settlement & re 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 


| Sherwood v Tucker 





Re Moore, dec Caverhill v Moore 
Re James & Powell’s Contract & re 
Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874 


| Walton v Walton 


Loveday v Husband 

Re Cook, dec Cowmeadow v Cook 

Hoare, Miller & Co ld v Tanser 

Re Willson, dec Public Trustee v 
Willson 

Re Viscount Torrington’s Settle- 
ment & re Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890 

Re Swanzy’s Trusts Swanzy v Kent 
County Council 

Re Gurney, dec 
Attorney-Gen 


Before Mr. Justice P. O. LAWRENCE. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 

Lewis v Richard (pt. hd.) 

Meeds v Lewis 

Re Pullan, dec Pullan v Carr 

Re John Campbell Cooper, a Solr 

Adjourned Summonses. 

Re Sir R L Lucas-Tooth, dec 
Durand v Bright (pt. hd.) (to be 
mentioned April 29) 

Re Welsh Hospital (Netley) Fund, 
1914 to 1919 Thomas v Attorney. 
Gen 

Re Dakin, dec Moore v Dakin 

Re While, dec Barker v While 

The New Cwmgorse Colliery Id v 
Swansea Harbour Trustees (pt.hd.) 

Re Landor, dec Rogers v Landor 

pt. hd.) 

Repland v Air Council (not before 
April 30) 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Rowland v The Air Council 


Carpenter v 


i ‘ ™ ~~ ‘iS y 
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Marsden v Young & Co’s Brewery Id 
(stayed for security) 

Trustee of Lewis, Lewis & Girshine 
(Bankrupts) v Holborn Manu- 

' facturing Co Id 

The Repetition Woodwork Co ld v 
Briggs 

British Thomson-Houston Co Id v 
Duncan Stevens Id (s.o. pending 
Court of Appeal decision) 

Same v Lelios Lamp Co ld (s.o. 
pending Court of Appeal decision) 

London Life Association vy Rudd 

Grant v Stallard & Trustees 
Corporation Id 

Same v Stallard & Stallard 

Fairman v Fairman 

British Thomson-Houston Co ld v 
Guaranteed Id (s.o. pending Court 
of Appeal decision) 

Same v British Engineering * Pro- 
ducts Co (s.o. pending Court of 
Appeal decision) 

British United Shoe Manufacturing 
Co ld v E A Johnson & Co Id 

Uwins v Way 

Agricultural Wholesale Society ld v 
Biddulph & District Agricultural 
Society Id 

Attorney-Gen v Battersea Corp 

Attorney-Gen v White (fixed for 
May 14) 

Simpson v Davis 

Tickner v Mash 

Skinner v Turvey 

Cooper v Welchman 

Re Humble Crofts, dec Welchman 
v Cooper 

Dunn v Sharp 

De Lacey v De Lacey 

Rose, Morris & Cold v J & A 
Margolin 
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Re L Rothstein, dec Trustee in 
a of § Rothstein & Sons 
v 

Appleton Saw Mills Id v The Union 

ank of Manchester Id 

Good v Barclays Bank Id & anr 

Hartley v Redgate Id 

Auster Id v Perfecta Motor Equip- 
‘ments Id 

Beaumont v Jeffery 

Hill v Pridmore 

Thorne v Yarrow 

Brandon v London, Singapore & 
Java Bank Id 

Keyser v Evans 

Lloyds Bank Id v Fuller 

Cooke v Warriner 

Houblon v Waylett 

Castle v West Walbottle Coal Co Id 

Edwards v Stalham 

Republic of Colombia v Cliffe & ors 


Before Mr. Justice RussELL. 
Retained Matters. 
Petition. 


Re Jackson’s Leather Co Id & 
reduced & Cos (C) Act (April 29) 
Retained Adjourned Summonses. 
Re Waddington Dodgshun v 
Driffield 
Re Fowler Bishop v Fowler 
Re C D Baker, dec Baker v Public 
Trustee 
Re Allott Hanmer vAllott (restored) 
Re Harrison Benn Knowles v Benn 
Re Trading with the Enemy Acts, 
1914 to 1916 and re International 
Ganymede Club (pt. hd.) (s.o.) 
Re Trading with the Enemy Acts 
Re Dresdner Bank (London 
Agency) 
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Causes for Trial. 

(With Witnesses. ) 
Spottiswoode v The Bwlchgwyn 
Silica Co ld (fixed for April 29) 

Re Harmer Wilson v Harmer 

Re Isaac Newton, dec Newton v 
Newton (pt. hd.) 

Hale v Coombes (not before June 1) 

The South American Copper Syndi- 
cate ld v Boret & anr (s.0.) 

Cookson v Lloyds Bank Id (not 
before May 5) 

Re Scala (Coventry) Id Orr v The 
Company (not before May 7) 

Baron v Rosenthal (not before 
May 15) 

Leon v London, Midland & Scottish 
Ry Co (not before May 17) 

Amalgamated Cotton Mills Trusts 
Id v British Federated Manu- 
facturers Id 


The Controller of the Clearing Office | 


v Arthur Mendel & Co (s.0o.) 

The British Thomson-Houston Co Id 
v Alan Bell ld (s.o. pending 
decision fh Court of Appeal) 

Same v Commercial Electric Co ld 


(s.o. pehding decision in Court of | 


Appeal) 
Same v Adair (s.o. pending decision 
in Court of Appeal) 
Wilkinson v Hart 
Mathieson v Geneen (not 
May 8) 
Andrews v Tilley 
South Berks 
Thompson 
Attorney-Gen v Poplar Guardians 
Hill v Hill 
Norrie v Ashburton 
Jones v Bennett 
Halden Estates Co ld v Ulph 
Mitchell & Higgens v Johnson & 
Hewitt 
Mason v Poupart 
Frearson v Holmes 
Horstmann Gear Co Id v Metro- 
politan Gas Meters Id 
Dawson v Dawson 
Bucket v Beckett 
Abrahams v Wilson 
~ Parker v The Calto Co Id 


before 


Syndicate Id v 


Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 

Re Townsend, dec Banks v 

Townsend 
Cotterell vy Musmann 
Tyldesley Urban Dist Council v 
Leigh Rural Dist Council 
Further Considerations. 
Laycock v Mander 
Re Smith & Parish ld 
The Company 


Jamieson v 


Adjourned Summonses. 

Re Quince Settlement 
Quince v Quince 

Re Land Registry Acts Pearson v 
Port of London Authority 

Application of London Lubricants 
(1920) Id & re Trade Marks Acts, 
1905 to 1919 

Same v Same 

Re Hewetson, 
Bunney 

Marshall v Barnes 

te Bright, dec Roberts v Williams 

Re Lewis, dec John v Lewis 

Re Sayer’s Indenture West v 
Waverley Estate Co ld 


Trusts 


dec Bunney v 


Re Brusey, dec Westminster Bank 
ld v Brusey 

Re Thomas’ Settlement Trusts 
Ellicott v Cecil 

Re J. R. Cobb, dec Cobb v Cobb 

Re Whitley- Beaumont Settled 
Estates Grant v Beaumont 

Re J Wright, dec Girdlestone v 
Wright 

Re Humphries & Perry’s Arbitra- 
tion Re Arbitration Act, 1889 

Re Paling, dee Ellis v Fisher 

Re Owen & Heyde’s Contract 

Re Gillow’s Settled Trusts Weekes 
v Gillow 

Re J N Wright dec Wright v Wright 

Industrial Debenture Corporation 
Id v Hodgkinson 

Re Meredith, dec Davies v Davies 





Re Mitchell, dec Polglase v Robins 

Neary v Wilson 

Re Champion, dec House v Creed 

Re Woodward, dec Pye-Smith v 
Hill 

Re A Wadham, dec 
Wadham 

Mearns v Spencer 


Wadham v 


Companies (Winding Up) 
and Chancery Division. 
Campanies (Winding Up.) 
Petitions (to wind up). 


Calloose Tin Mines & Aililuvials 
ld (petn of H E Thatcher—with 
witnesses—s.o. from April 15, 
1924, to April 29, 1924—retained 
by Mr. Justice Astbury) 

Sheffield Steel Products Id (petn 
of Hemmings and Co ld in liquida- 
tion—ordered on Oct 16, 1923, 
to stand over generally—tretained 
by Mr Justice Eve) 

Alliance Bank of Simla ld (petn. of 
LW Warlow-Harry—s.o. from 
Oct 23, 1923 to May 6, 1924) 

Robert Young’s Construction Co 
ld (petn of London Asphalte Co 
Id—s.o. from April 15, 1924, 
to May 13, 1924) 

Superheater Oven & Engineering 
Co ld (petn of Smith, Barker & 
Wilson ld—ordered on April 1, 
1924, to stand* over generally) 

Dutton, Massey & Co Id (petn of 
L H Shearer—s.o. from April 1, 
1924, to May 13, 1924) 

Guild of Builders (London) Id 
(petn of A H Bush—s.o. from 
April 15, 1924, to April 29, 
1924) 

John Strong & Sons Id (petn of 
R & R Whitehead & Bros Id) 

Sackville Productions ld (petn of 





| Standar Chemical Engineering Co 





E Mayer) 
Major Wilkinson and Kelly Id (petn 
of Pellett, Scruby & Co) 


ld (petn of Millwall Engineering 
Co Id) 

“ Fassio”’ Products ld (petn of 
T G Park) 

British Radio Sales Co ld (petn 
of Pritish Broadcasting Co Id) 
Re-Echo Electrical Manufacturing 
Co ld (petn of British Broadcasting 

Co Id) 

West End and County Motors ld 
(petn of H T White) 

H Sharples & Son (London) Id 
(petn of E R Alexander & Sons 
Id) 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
FORGET THE CLAIMS oF THE MippLEsEx Hosrirat, 
Wsicn 1s URGENTLY IN NEED OF Funps ror 1rs Humans Work. 


JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





May 3, r9ag- 








Wholesale Machine Supply Co Id 
(petn of Crystalate Manufactur- 
ing Co ld) 

James Thornhill & Co ld (petn of 
Friern Manor Dairy Farm Id) 

Riviera Club Id (petn of J H 
Dewhurst Id) 

Vulcan Union Id (petn of Anglo- 
South American Bank Id) 

British Exhibitions Concessions Id 
(petn of Portal, Dingwall & Norris 
Id) 

T W Heath (Public Works) Id 
(petn of Atlas Stone Co Id) 
Morgan Reeve Co ld (petn 
* Linotype & Machinery Id) 


of 


Co) 
Film Cooling Towers Id (petn of 
Calders Id) 


Chancery Petitions. 


W J Douglas & Partners Id and 
reduced (to confirm reduction 
of capital—ordered on Oct 24, 
1922 to stand over generally) 

Fellows, Morton & Clayton Id & 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 

United Bankat Plantations Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

Canadian Building & 
Id & reduced (same) 

South Australian Land Mortgage 
& Agency Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Grain Elevator Estate ld & reduced 
(same) 

George Wright 
reduced (same) 

Exploring Land & Minerals Co ld 
& reduced (same) 

Shipton, Anderson & 
reduced (same) 

Sheffield Stee] Products (Stores) Id 
& reduced (same) 

Knowles, Cooke & Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

George Hunter Id & reduced (same) 

Central & Western Corpn ld & 
reduced (same) 

National Omnibus & Transport Co 
Id & reduced (same) 

Sorbo Rubber Sponge Products Id 
& reduced (same) 

Stubbs Id & reduced (same) 

City of San Paulo Improvements & 
Freehold. land Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Kuala Krau Rubber Co ld & reduced 
(same) 

United Oil & Coal Corpn ld & 
reduced (same) 

Farmers’ Milk Supply (Leicester) 
Id & reduced (same) ¢ 

Cook, Sons & Co Id & reduced (same) 

Film Investment Co Id & reduced 
(same) 

Sevenoaks 
(same) 

Johnson, Walker & Tolhurst Id 
& reduced (to confirm reduction 
& reorganisation of capital) 

Primitiva Gas Company of Buenos 
Aires ld and reduced (same) 

United Discount and Securities Co 

Id (to confirm reorganization of 

capital) 

Martinsyde Id (to sanction Scheme 

of Arrangement—ordered on July 

26, 1921 to stand over generally) 

Boyce Hill Golf and Country Club 

ld (to sanction scheme of arrange- 

ment) 

Caxton Insce Co Id (to confirm 

alteration of objects—ordered on 

March 15, 1921 to stand over 


(London) Id & 


Co ld & 


Ustate Co Id & reduced 





generally) 











Grigg ld (petn of Dignus Engineering | 





Estate Co | 

















National Farmers’ Union 
Insce Soc Id (to confirm alteratiiy 
of objects—ordered on Jan jg 
1924, to stand over generally)” 

Universal Automobile Insce (gy 
(to confirm alteration of objegi) 

A Harper, Sons & Bean Id (same) 

St. Christopher Insce Co Id (s 

Central Board of Finance of th 
Church of England (same) 

Hannaford-MacIntosh Co Id (samp) 

Companies (Winding Up.) 
Motions. ; 

Angel Steamship Co Id (ordered oy 
April 13, 1920, to stand ope 
generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Newcastleop. 
Tyne) !d (stand over generally by 
consent) 

S Jacobs & Co Id (ordered 
March 15, 1921, to stand ope 
generally) 

H C Motor Co ld (ordered on July§, 
1921, to stand over generally) 

Adjourned Summonses. 
Companies (Winding Up.) 


| Vanden Plas (England) ld (@ 


proof of Fiat Motors ld—wih 
witnesses—parties to apply & 
fix day for hearing—retained by 
Mr. Justice Astbury) 

Fairbanks Gold Mining Co # 
(ordered on July 26, 1921, & 
stand over generally) 

Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay @ 
ld (ordered on Dec 16, 1921, 
stand over generally) 


| British American Continental Bank | 


Id (ordered on Nov 7, 1922, %@ 
stand over generally) : 
Fredk Rumble Id (with witnessed! 

J Lionel Barber & Co Id (orde 
on Oct 23, 1923, to stand over 
generally) 

Standard Housing Co Id (ordered on 
July 31, 1923, to stand over 
generally) 

M & B Cinemas ld (with witnesses) 

Camille de Paris ld (with witness); 

London & Montrose es 
& Repairing Co Id (with wit 


' City Equitable Fire Insce CoM 


(with witnesses—c.a.v.) 

City General Trust Id (withwitne 

Nationa! Benefit Assce Co 
(ordered on Dee 17, 1923, to stand) 
over generally) 

Atkey (London) Id (ordered @ 
Jan 1924, to stand o 
generally) : 

Trentham Engineering Co (Com 
brook) ld and Irlam Engineeritg 
Co Id (with witnesses) 


99 
““» 


| G Stanley & Co ld (with witnesses) 


Same 


| A & W Nesbitt ld (with witnesses) 


Carlisle Steam Navigation Co 
(with witnesses) 

Morris Russell & Co 1d (wilt 
witnesses) 

National Benefit Assce Co Id (c.a.%) 

Wilts & Somerset Farmers 
(ordered on April 1, 1924, @ 
stand over generally) a 

Id (with) 


Texlon ld (with witnesses) 
Ernest Roberson & Co Id 
Same 
Same 
Same 
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Chancery Division. 
South African Development 
Gold Partridge v French South 
African Development Co Id (on 
5 point—ordered on 
i914, to stand over 
soely pending trial of action 
in King’s Bench Division) 
Feonomic Building Corpn Id (with 
witnesses) (ordered on July 3, 
1923, to stand over generally) 
ic Building Corpn Id (ordered 
on July 2, 1923, to stand over 


y) 

i Dawson & Co ld Anderson 

y Dogliani Dawson & Co Id (with 
witnesses) 


Before Mr. Justice Tomuin. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
Attorney - -Gen v Oakden not before 


Hawkins v Merrill 
Williams v General Trading & Mnfrs 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Re Blake’s Settlement Blake v 


e 
Re Loder’s Settlement Williams v 


Loder 
Re John Minton, dec Morris v Hall 
— dec Cooper v Streatfield 
Re Flegg, dec Public Trustee v 


ReSloan McKay v Sloan 

Re The Application of W H Huxley 
Re Trade Marks Acts, 1905 and 
1919 


cease 








Re Grosvenor Estates Duke of 
Westminster v McKenna 

Re Barsted, dec Deaker v Offord 

Re Sir E H Scott, dec Walford v 
Hawksley 

Re R C Thompson, dec Parrington 
v Thompson 

Re Holmes, dec Winter v Holmes 

Re Charles Pawley, dec Pawley v 
Public Trustee 

Re W J Pain, dec Pain v Pain 

Re Peel, dec Peel v Peel 

Re Durie, dec Grace v Durie 

Re Hammond, dec Parry v 
Hammond 

Re Lackersteen, dec Capon v 
Lackersteen ] 

Re Briant, dec Wallis v Briant 

Re Tinnie, dec Dowson v Konrad 
(with witnesses) 

Re Davis, dec Davis v Llewellyn 
Mansfield’s claim 

Nicholl v Llantwit Major Parish 
Council 

Re Samuel Hyman v Samuel 

Re Burgess Public Trustee v 
Burgess 

Re William Hutchinson’s appln 
Re Trade Marks Acts 1905 to 
1919 

Batchelor v Murphy (with witnesses) 

as oor von Quadt Fawcett v 


Re MBorick on Tweed Corporation 
Re North British Kly Co 
(restored) 

Re Hughes & wife Re Married 
Womans Property Acts, 1882 
(with witnesses) 

Re Vincent Garrett v Vincent 








VALUATIONS FOR INSU RANGCE.—It is very eS that all Policy Holders shou 


a nee valuation of their effects. 


4 Ssfesilla slcas o's 


W.C.2, the well-known cha valuers and 


cn ores ee ae have a staff of ert Valucts, ad wil be gad 
those desiring valuations for any purpose. ewels, plate, furs, furniture, 
works ofart, bric-A-brac aspeciality. [ADvT.] 





APPEAL PENDING IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 
on 16th April, 1924. 


Re a Debtor (No. 1705 of 1923) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditor & Official Receiver. 


APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting in 
Bankruptcy, pending 16th April, 1924. 

Re G Pitchford (No. 12 of 1921) Expte The Official Receiver v J H Hall 
appl from the County Court of Shropshire (Shrewsbury) pt hd 

Re a Debtor (No 25 of 1923) Expte The Petitioning Creditor v The Debtor 
appl from the County Court of Middlesex (Edmonton). 

Re T S Smith (the Debtor) Expte The Debtor v G-A Lawton, Trustee appl 
from the County Court of Lancashire-(Manchester). 

Re A Sporle Expte W Long & J L Whatling v W W Povah, Trustee appl 
from the County Court of Essex (Colchester). 


Motions In BANKRUPTCY 
For hearing before the Judge, pending 16th April, 1924. 


Re Marcus Cohen Expte H J Veitch, The Trustee v N Bloom. 

Re Same Expte Same v Kopel Israel 

Re Same Expte Same v Rachael Michaels. 

Re Morris Cohen Expte N H W Greenslade The Trustee v W R Snow & Co. 

Re J Amis (trading as Amis, Swan & Co) Expte Roth, Schmidt & Co v 
A K Edwards, the Trustee. 

= tng W Abbott Expte H E Cooper, The Trustee v Auto Express Delivery 


Re C Brown (trading as Crawford Brown & Co) Expte T G Piper, The 
Trustee v Crawford Brown & Co Id (in liquidation). 

Re M E Hyman Expte J K Garioch, The Trustee v Raffles, Brooke & Co. 

Re A F Austin Smith Expte L R Dicksee, The Trustee v C T Wilkinson. 

Re C K Heywood Expte C Baker v H A Allison, The Trustee. 

Re Hitchcock Expte R M King v P W Strauss, the Trustee. 

Re Barlow Expte A Willmott The Trustee v F C Broxholm. 

Re de Grasse Expte D Hart, The Trustee v G Goldfeather 

Re Searle, Hoare & Co Expte A H Partridge, The Trustee v Henry Harris 
Lloyd (referred to Registrar). 

Re Schrager & Co Expte Mrs H Shrager v J Baker, The Trustee. 

Re Bathurst Expte Hyams, The Trustee v W A Colyer & Fairbanks 

Re Cottray Expte O Sunderland and E Hayes, Joint Trustees v P Bue & ors. 





— 





CROWN PAPER. 
For Hearing. 
King v Commissioners of Income ‘Tax 
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Martin « Co. Id v Peskett 
decision of Law Society Feb. 29 


oe, &c. of Bristol 
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EASTER SITTINGS, 1924. 


cop eee & Scottish Ry Co v Kershaw 
nolly 
Sutton, Esq & ors, Jj of Southampton 





V Dental Board of the United Kingdom 
Borough Council v Planet Building Soc 
v _— tal Board of the United Kingdom 





aout eo & anr, Jj of Brighton 
Motion under Vexatious Actions Act, County Court) 


Vv London Midland & Scottish Ry Co 





Same v Same 


Biggs v Bur 


The King v Perris & ors 
The King v Euren & ors 
Jones v Jones & anr 


Hughes v Evans 


_ anr v Alton Union Assessment Committee & of8 | Bourne v Sims 
Ee na Committee of City of London Green Vv Matthews 


t for 





Cole v Wallis 


Same v Same 


Court) 








The King v Minister of Health 
The King v Jj of the Centra! Criminal Court 


France v Lucas (Dewsbury County Court) 


: Williams v Bontannic Merthyr Steam Coal Co ld & ors 
la re One of the Solicitors of = Supreme Court appl trom (Pontypridd County Court) 
Talbot v Same (Pontypridd County Court) 


Lelyveld v Peppercorn (Clerkenwell County Court) 


apy ae — District Council v Burges Dawkins v Lathmore YyO1t County Court) 


Ashman v Peek Frean & Col Id (Southwark County Court) 
Denton vF&FEK Dainton & Sons (Clerkenwell County 


) 
Salop Miners Assoc v Calleat (Wellington “ney Any A 
Seeley v Mayor, Aldermen &c. of West Ham ( 

Court) 


County 


Lambert v Assessment Committee of Stratford-on-Avon and | Bell v Steel & anr (Manchester County Court) 


Dawson v Ashton & Wife (Pearson, Clmt) (Coventry County 


ors 
The King v McIver, Esq & ors, Jj of Gloucester Court) 


Pickup v Weston (Brompton County Court) 
Tully v Smallman «& ors (Brighton County Court) 
Belford v Surgical Manufacturing Col ld & anr (Bloomsbury 


In Fe 2 One of the Solicitors of the Supreme Court Motion for County Court) 


Hilyer v Devin (Brentford County Court) 





VC & F Sudbury ld pe Vv Stubbings | Diment v Roberts (Brentford County Court) 
vW Ball & Son Taylor v White | Coyle v Martinelli (Marylebone County Court) 
v H Carrier & Son ld Thornbarrow v Chatfield | McKail & anr v Webb (Marylebone County Court) 
v8 Fletcher & Son The King v Hornsea UDC | Arthur Cole Id v Halden Estates Co Id 
V Maltby Ashley v Lea 
vVCA Seieey & Cold | SPECIAL PapsEk. 
v Tatham «& Co. Id CIVIL PAPER. . 
vW G Wheeldon & Son i | Owners of 8.8. “ Zora” v Watson & Youell 
v Dent Main Colliery Co ld For Argument. | Monmouth Shipbuilding Co ld v The Board of Trade 
V Miles American Trading Co v Hardie, Milroy & Co. ld | Owners of 8.8. “ Taubate ” v W & R Barnett 
is Braund v Healey Furze & Edgar Bassett Same v Block & Klein | Scholes & Sons v Royal Insce Co ld 
Vv Melrose Appleby v James (Lambeth County Court) Same v Same 


Trading Soc Kwik-Hoo-Tong of Java v Royal Commission 
on the Sugar Supply of London 


Galestin v Corrie MacCall & Son Id 

Sterry v Campbell & ors (Brompton Count %, Court) MOTIONS FOR JUDGMENT. 

Haywood v Fox, Roy & Co ld & i 
Court. 


) 
Calvert v Hamilton (Kingston-upon-Hull County Court) | 
In the Matter of the Petn of Right of The Rio Tinto Cold | REVENUE PAPER. 
Storey Vv — » og — — y Court) ) | 
White v Darbyshire (Wandsworth County Court 
— —— nes Pour le Commerce 7 Witting Bros ld Bregeat v Leto Photo Materials Co (1905) ld | Attorney-Generaland Osmond Elim d’Avigdor Goldschmid 
of Salford v Hale | 


anr (Plymouth County | Masland v Spencer & anr 


| T'S Smith & Co ld v Turner 
ENGLISH INFORMATION. 


CASES STATED. 


The Plymouth Mutual Co-operative and Industrial Soc Id 
and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 





Ideal Films ld v Bendall (Westminster County Court) Mark Bromet and James Reith (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Abrahart v Webster (Brighton and Lewes County Court) The Commrs of Inland Revenue and ineering ld 
Bath v Maoe (Brighton County Court Sam Firth Mellor and The yo 5 nes of Inland Revenue 


) 
Caroli v Israel & O heimer ld (Mayor's & City of London | H R Back As M. r of Taxes) and Joseph S Danie:s 
si z Brighton College and 8 J Marr 


iott (H.M. Inspector of Taxes) 
Tyre Investment Trust 


Frost v Westbourne Estate Agency (a firm) (Marylebone | The Commrs of Inland Revenue and 


Harrigan v few ery pes County Court) The Yorkshire Ry Waggon Co ld and The Comumrs of Inland 
Pringle v Hailes (West don County Court) Revenue 
Cresswell & anr v Cash (Wandsworth County Court) Isaac Holden & Sons ld and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
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>» A. yy st Inland Revenue and The Cornish Mutual 


can tain pty Vernon Baxendale and A J Murphy (H.M. 
nspector of Taxes) 


DEATH DUTIES—SHOWING CAUSE. 
In the Matter of Arthur George Earl of Wilton, dec 
In the Matter of John William Atkinson, dec 
In the Matter of George Eli North, dec 
In the Matter of The Rt Hon Agnes Burrell, Baroness 
Bateman, dec 


PETITIONS UNDER THE LICENSING (CONSOLIDATION) 
Act, 1910. 
John Rowell & Son Id and Commrs of Inland Revenue (In re 
* The Grace Darling” Inn, 16, Denton Road, Scotswood, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne) 
Samuel Allsopp & Sons id and Commrs of Inland Revenue 
(In re “ Hambletonian” Inn, Norton, Stockton-on-Tees) 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
CREDITORS MUST SEND IN yg —— TO THE 
LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED O EFORE 
THE DATE MENTIONED. 


London Gazette. —FRipay, April 25. 
INTERNATIONAL INSURANCE Co. Lrp. May 19. Sir William 
McLintock, 71, Queen-st., 

Tue NorTuers Compostrion FLOORING Co. Lrp. May 12. 
Frank Smith, 18, Raby-gardens, Sheldon, Co. Durham. 
Tus Norton Curiery Society Lrp. May 31. J. H. 

Freeborough, 25, Figtree-lane, Sheffield. 


London Gazette.—TUEspay, April 29. 


HOLDWAY STarrorp & WILLIAMS Lip. T an 10. William 
Marbeck, 150, Southampton- row, W.( 

Exsousu Propvucts Co. Lrp. May 24. Louis C. Williamson, 
Dock Warehouses, Birkenhead. 

WEstT CENTRAL MANUFACTURING C o Lrp. May 30. Francis 
R. J. Cox, 76, Newgate-st., E.( 

BREYNTON INVESTMENT Co. "May 19. William H. Johnson, 
2, Stuart-st., Cardiff 

Cups Beears Lrp. May 9. Harold B. Shepheard, 4, Broad- 
at.- B.C.2. 

Sovurupown & East Geixsteav Breweries Lrp. June 24. 
Lewis G. Coath, 4, Beitring-rd., Tunbridge Wells 





Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRipay, April 25. 
Gannow Pulverizer Co. Ltd. Crown Steam Drifters Ltd. 
Beeching Brothers Ltd. Thompson Macgregor & Co. 
“ Ethel” Steamship Co. Ltd. Ltd. 
Alfred Haworth & Co. Lid. Scala (Newcastle) Ltd. 


C. Winston & Co. Lti Carter & Harrison Ltd. 
Norwich Crape Co. (1856) Hearsail Golf Club Ltd. 


LA. Parse Hotels Ltd. 
New Electra Sign Co. Ltd The Russian Trust and 
The Metal Trades Auxiliaries Finance Co. Ltd. 

Supply Co. Ltd. Watson's Products Ltd. 
Davis Housing Co. Lad. E. H. Lawley & Sons Ltd. 
Pring Bros. Ltd. Estancia Chymen Aike Ltd. 


Seymour Webster & Co. Ltd. The Brimscombe Foundry & 
Associated Investments Ltd. Engineering Co. Ltd. 
Arthur J. Orr Lid. 

London Gazette. —TUESDAY, April 29. 
Arthur Kitchingman & Co. William : oa & Son (Wine 


, Merchants) Ltd. 
West Centra! Manufacturing Ly Chase Motors Co. Ltd. 
Co. Lad. t. Coppin & Breeze Ltd. 
Tyers Trading Co. Lid. The Jubilee (Hastbourne) 


Pitchers Lid. Laundry Co. Ltd. 
Cinemas (West) Ltd ©. M. Sharp & Co. Ltd. 
The King’s Cross Garage Ltd. Northern Composition Floor- 
Dogford Mill Lad ing Co. Ltd. 
Cressall Lid. RK. H. Stevens & Co. Ltd. 
The G. Proctor Porteous Lester & Perkins Lid. 

Trading Co. Ltd The Universal) Reversionary 
RB. Fgerton-Green Lid Co. Lid 
Cliffe Fatate Lid The Velva Cake Confectioners 
The Alnwick Foundry & HKn- Lid. 

gineering Co. Lid Southdown and Hast Grin- 
The Carsitor Club Proprictary stead Breweries Ltd. 

Lid Associated Oar Owners Lid. 
Coen & Boss Lid The W. Austin Elkington Co. 
Herbert George Lid Lid. 








Bankruptcy Notices, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gautte.—Yuivay, April 25. 


Avams, James, Kingscliffe, Farmer. Peterborough. Pet, 


Aprill#. Ord. April 24 


AMinL, Las, Sven Bietererd., Costumier. High Court, 


Pet. April 2%. Ord. April 24 
BAGR ath, WUAAAM A., Southampton. Southampton, Pet 
Feb. 14. Ord, April 23. 


Beasy, Lyris, Merettord, Agent aod Manulactuser. Salford. 


Pet. April 23. Ord. April 22. 





BUTTERWORTH, JOHN G., Rochdale, Operative Picker Maker. 
Rochdale. Pet. April 17. Ord. April 17. 

CHEVERTON, Harry C©., Horsham, Decorator. Brighton. 
Pet. April 17. Ord. April 17. 

CHEYNE, ALEXANDER, Everton, Notts. Lincoln. Pet. 
April 23. Ord. April 23. 

CLARKE, Fiora R., Bristol, Milliner. Bristol. Pet. April 23. 
Ord. April 23. 

CLARKE, WILLIAM H., Tattershall, Lincoln, Motor Engineer. 
Lincoln. Pet. April23. Ord. April 23. 

Cooper, CHARLES H., Worthing, Company Director. 
Brighton. Pet. Dec. 14. Ord. April 16. 

DESBOIS, ROSETTA A., Portsmouth, Upholsterer. Portsmouth. 
Pet. April 2 23. Ord. April 23. 

Dupiey, THomas A., Airedale, nr. Castleford, Fish and Chip 
Dealer. Wakefield. Pet. April17. Ord. April 17 

EVANS, Regs, Peterslow, Hereford, Wheelwright. " Hereford. 
Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

Foot, Wim11aM G., Wadhurst, Grocer and Jobmaster. 
Tunbridge Wells. Pet. March 28. Ord. April 23. 

GRAINGER, WILLIAM, South Newbald, Yorks, Farmer. 
Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

Hare, FRANK H., Upper Clapton. High Court. Pet. Feb. 25. 
Ord. April 16. 

HARVEY, LEONARD, Mile met Poultry Dealer. High Court. 
Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Aprit 2 

HeLSBY, WALTER, Salford, , Timber Merchant. Salford. 
Pet. Jan. 17. Ord. April 2: 

Hicerns, ALBERT, Spalding, ‘Builder. Peterborough. Pet. 
April ll. Ord. April 22 

JACKSON, GEORGE E., Shepherds Bush, Baker. High Court. 
Pet. April 17. Ord. April 17. 

Jones, Davip E., Pentre, Electrical Contractor. Pontypridd. 
Pet. April 16. Ord. April 16. 

Jones, JoHN W., Pontesbury, Salop, Haulage Contractor. 
Shrewsbury. Pet. April 16. Ord. April 16. 

KELSEY, NORMAN L., Kingston-upon-Hull, General Merchant. 
Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

Levy, JoserH, Brondesbury. High Court. Pet. March 10. 
Ord. April 16. 

MACLAREN, ARCHIBALD F’., High Holborn, Company Director. 
High Court. Pet. March 29. Ord. April 23. 

Morrison, Lek, Albemarle-st. High Court. Pet. Feb. 26. 
Ord. April 16. 

O'Connor, DANIEL S., Great Russell-st., Journalist. Chelms- 
ford. Pet. Feb. 27. Ord. April 16. 

Persico, Peter, Hackney, Commission Agent. High Court. 
Pet. March 25. Ord. April 17. 

Soort, STEWART, Carlisle, Accountant. Carlisle. Pet April 11. 
Ord. April 23. 

Stever, Ropert 8., Henrietta-st., Covent Garden. High 
Court. Pet. Jan. 17. Ord. April 10. 

SLATER, ALBERT R., Old Broad-st. High Court. Pet. Dec. 28. 
Ord. April 17. 

SPELLER, MARGUERITE H., Canterbury, Milliner. Canterbury. 
Pet. April 2 23. Ord. April 23. 

Street, WiiiaM H., West Bridgford, Taxi Proprietor. 
Nottingham. Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

Swirte, Mason FRANCIS W., Piccadilly. High Court. Pet. 
Nov. 27. Ord. April 17. 

Tucker, Horace P., Torquay, Electrician. Exeter. Pet 
April 4. Ord. April 1 

Wave, Grorce E., Wilton-ple., Knightsbridge, Sculptor. 
High Court. Pet. March 20. Ord. April 17. 

WARD, GrorGe E., Leeds, Pork Butcher’s Manager. Leeds. 
Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 

WILuiaMs, JouN P., Plaistow, School Teacher. High Court. 
Pet. March 21. Ord. April 17. 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM L., Porth, Haulage Contractor. Ponty- 
pridd. Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 


London Gazette.—TuEspay, April 29. 

BAGNALL, ANNIE V., Bournemouth. Poole. Pet. April 5. 
Ord. April 24. 

BamvrortH, Sara, Huddersfield. Huddersfield. Pet. 
April 26. Ord. April 26. 

BancrorT, Wi4iAM, Weaverham, Cheshire, Solicitor: 
Nantwich. Pet. Jan. 8. Ord. April 24. 

Barsocr, Davip L., Mark-lane, Cattle Food Merchant. 
High Court. Pet. April 25. Ord. April 25. 

Benson, Stpney V., New Malden, Dealer in Dental Materials: 
Kingston (Surrey). Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

BoTroMLeY, EpGak, and BorromLey, ALpert E., Elland, 
Metal Merchants. Halifax. Pet. April 25. Ord, April 25, 

Brooke, AkTuur J., and MoLLetr, WiILi1AM J., Torrens-st., 
Leather Goods Manufacturers. High Court. Pet. April 17. 
Ord. April 17. 

Buens, THomMas, Egremont, Cumberland, Innkeeper. 
Whitehaven. Pet. April 15. Ord. April 24. 

BoTien, Joseru L., Oldham, Draper. Oldham. Pet. 
April 8. Ord. April 25. 

Cakk, Matruew W., Grange Villa, Durham, Boot Repairer. 
Newcastle-upon- Tyne. Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

Cuimxs, Ropert D., Leamington, Hairdresser. Warwick. 
Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

CLAPHAM, Kopert H., Darlington, Saddler. Stockton-on- 
Tees. Pet. April 8. Ord. April 25. 

ome, Nouwmas, Bray. Windsor, Pet. March 24. Ord. 
April 24 

Coviocnis, N., Urmston, Lancs. Salford. Pet. April 4. 
Ord. April 24. 

Dovp, SYvNty, Bexley Heath, Florist. Rochester. Pet. 
April 26. Ord, April 26. 

Evass, Watten, Great Grimsby, Fisherman. Great 
Grimsby. Pet. April 24. Orc, April 2 

HAMMONDS, RICHARD A., Nuneaton, Game keeper. Coventry. 
Pet. April 24. Ord. April 2 24 

HOnGAS, NonMAS, Roath Park, Cardiff, Traveller. Salford. 
Pet. April tl, @rd. April 24. 

Jamus, Gronoe ¥., Pye Bridge, Dorby, Greengrocer, Derby. 
Pet. April 25. Ord. April 25. 

Jones, Anrute G., Talysarn, Carnarvon, Boot Retailer, 
Bangor. Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 











Jones, JoHN W., Aberoregan, enema -, Coal Miner. 
Pet. April 24. Ord. April ? 

LEGARD, CHARLES H., Cleethorpes, ved Merchant. G 
Grimsby. Pet. April 7 7. Ord, April 24. 

MALIN, JoHN C., Shoreditch, Fish Curer. High G 
Pet. April 24. ‘Ord. April 24. 

McCorkKINDALE, T.S., Finchley. Barnet. Pet. March & 
Ord. April 24. 

MIDDLETON, WIL1dAM, Borrowash, Derby, Builder, Derby 
Pet. April 24. Ord. April 24. 

Miter, Frank J., Longcot, Berks, Baker. Swi 
Pet. April 25. Ord. April 25. 

Nrxon, Ernest, Oldham, ag ag Confectioner, 
Oldham. Pet. April 26. Ord. April 26. 

PeEL, HERBERT, Prestwich, Coal Merchant. Salfom, 
Pet. April 8. Ord. April 24. 

Povey, THoMAS, Buckley, Flint, Baker. Chester. Py 
April 24. Ord. April 24. 

Perry, WILLIAM, Brompton-rd. High Court. Pet. Aprily, 
Ord. April 24. 

Pumps, THomas H., Aberdare, Inkeeper. Aberdare 
Pet. April12. Ord. April 25. 

Pairs, Lewis, Whitchurch, Builder. Cardiff. Py 
April 8. Ord. April 25. 

Prrestiey, Ervest, Leigh, Lancs, Manufacturing Confee. 
tioner. Bolton. Pet. April 24. Ord. April 24 

Rosk, CHARLES J., High Wycombe, Coal Merchant. Ayles- 
bury. Pet. April 12. Ord. April 26 26. 

Rowe, Watter, G., Cliviger, aon. Refreshment Bar 
Keeper. Burnley. Pet. April 24. Ord. April 24, 

Simmons, EMANUEL, Blackpool, Draper. Blackpool. Pet, 
March 28. Ord. April 25. 

Spratt, Harotp P., Hampstead, Music Dealer. High 
Court. Pet. April 25. Ord. April 25. 

TAYLOR, STANLEY O., Clacton-on-Sea, Tailor. Colehester, 
Pet. April 17. Ord. April 17. 

THORPE, JOHN, Brighouse, Painter. Halifax. Pet. April, 
Ord. April 23. 

VAN DEN KiemM, Avast F., Cleethorpes, Steam Trawhr 
Master. Great ‘Grimsby. Pet. April 24. Ord. April % 

Wurrworts, Jous E., Kilburn, Boot Retailer. High Court, 
Pet. April 23. Ord. April 23. 

Witsoy, Epwarp, Durham, Baker. Durham. Bt 
April24. Ord. April 24. 

YouneG, W1L1L1AM, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Builder. Newcastle 
upon-Tyne. Pet. April5. Ord. April 25. 




























DEEDS OF 
ARRANGEMENT ACT 


1914. 


DEEDS OF ASSIGNMENT 


for the benefit of Creditors, 
with or without Committee 
of Inspection, settled by 


Mr. T. CYPRIAN WILLIAMS} 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 






























Forms for registration and for the use 
of Trustees as prescribed by the Rules 
kept in stock. 


Falllist of Forms post free on application. 
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